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ABSTRACT
The Development and Validation of an Evaluation
System to Facilitate the Determination
of Professional Training
Program Effectiveness
(September, 1978)
Susan R. Solomon, B. S. University of Vermont
M. Ed., University of Massachusetts, Ed. D., University of
Massachusetts
Directed by; Dr. Kenneth H. Blanchard
The purpose of this study was to develop and test
the validity -of an evaluation system designed to retrieve
the necessary data to determine whether and to what extent
professional training programs prove effective. The pro-
fessional training programs utilized to test the evaluation
system were selected at random from among the 42 two-day
training institutes offered by The Council for Exceptional
Children (CEC) . The participants in the institutes who re-
sponded to the evaluation instruments of the system inde-
pendently registered to attend the respective institutes in
response to a promotional brochure mailed nationally from
CEC's mailing list. The subjects were professional person-
nel in the education field, representing a variety of pro-
fessional positions and geographical areas. Men, women and
VI
represented.members of minority groups were all
The system was tested on four CEC institutes. Pilot
Test A was administered to participants of two institutes
presented on January 30-31, 1978 including a total of 86 par-
ticipants. Pilot Test B was administered to participants
of two institutes held May 29-30, 1978 including a total of
82 participants.
In each case the evaluation system employed four
instruments: (1) a Pre—Training Questionnaire was mailed
to all preregistrants two weeks prior to the institute; (2)
sn Interim Assessment was administered at the end of the
first day of the two-day institute; (3) a Post-Training
Questionnaire was administered immediately upon completion
of the institute; and (4) a Delayed Post-Training Question-
naire was mailed to each participant three months following
completion of the institute. In addition, a Questionnaire
Feedback Form was sent to participants and trainers four
weeks following the institute designed to assess the evalua-
tion instruments.
The objectives of the evaluation system were to de-
termine for the sponsoring agencies those institutes which
were producing desired results and changes and for the in-
stitute trainers those modifications which could be incor-
porated into the institute to improve its effectiveness.
In addition, the system was designed to provide a consistent
vii
assessment instrument for every institute, while at the
same time incorporating content-specific assassments partic-
ular to the content of any individual institute.
Results of the study indicate a potential for gener-
al application of the evaluation system to assess effective-
ness of training programs in a variety of disciplines includ-
ing business, industry, government and military as well as
education.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The design of instructional programs has received
increased popularity and attention within the organization-
al structure and goals of public educational systems, gov-
ernmental agencies, military groups and private corporations.
Such instructional programs are commonly distinguished as in-
service training, career development, continuing education,
and professional development programs. Whatever their guise,
the purpose of these training and education programs is "the •
systematic acquisition of skills, rules concepts, or atti-
tudes that results in improved performance in another envi-
ronment" (Goldstein, p. 3)
.
Attestation to the growing prominence of the prior-
ity for professional training programs is reflected in data
released by the American Society for Training and Develop-
ment which had 15 members in 1943, 5,000 in 1967, and over
9,500 members in 1972. The society estimates that there are
over 50,000 professionals in the training area, exclusive of
private and public educational systems (Jenness, 1972). In
addition, a survey by Holt indicates that over 90 percent of
private corporations have some type of systematic training
program which incorporates a substantial component of the
overall budget. This movement is also reflective at the
federal government level. The U. S. Office of Education
2estimates a 1967 fiscal budget of 800 million dollars for
instructional materials and media which escalated to over
six billion dollars for the 1973 budget.
Further, a survey conducted by American Society of
Association Executives in 1972 indicates that 83% of their
7500 association members sponsor some type of educational
program for their members and constituents. Of these pro-
grams, 94% are short courses, seminars, clinics or insti-
tutes; 43% provide certificates, awards or diplomas; 42%
provide instructional tests or manuals; 19% offer cassettes
for self-instruction; 12% offer correspondence courses; 38%
provide films for training programs; 30% offer scholarships,
3.nd 38% offer certification programs. ASAE, ihemselves,
sponsor a certified training program designed to enhance com-
petencies and skills of association executives.
In light of the above documentation, agencies spon-
soring training programs find it incumbent upon themselves
to evaluate these training efforts to determine their degree
of effectiveness in attaining perceived goals.
Increasing attention is being given to the validity
of evaluation instruments and processes to determine the ef-
fectiveness of educational and training programs. Current
research addresses a developing awareness being attributed
to the need, benefits, and advantages of evaluation programs.
In order to substantiate the provision of human, material
and financial resources and commitments, an or(|anization
3must have an efficient and effective means of determining
a sound base for the positive effects and changes result-
ing from a program, product or service. The organization
is accountable to its constituency for that which it pro-
duces. Walker states "Ever since man created organiza-
^tions, he has energetically sought to make them more ef-
fective in meeting client needs... The solution to decay-
ing delivery systems (is) program evaluations" (p. 45) .
In his pursuit to establish an evaluation system which pro-
vided competent data and consequences within the organiza-
tion that would result in the development and maintenance
of desirable and effective programs. Walker proceeded to
develop a version of program evaluation which he labels ac-
countability program evaluation. The result of accounta-
bility program evaluation produces data of such quality to
measure the achievement of each staff members' contribution
to the achievement of program goals. In this way, conse-
quences may be equitably and differentially provided. A
basic premise inherent to this version of evaluation, as in
any evaluation, is that program goals and levels of expec-
tencies must be clearly established and stated.
Whether qualitative or quantitative, formative or
summative, based on outcome measures or input measures, the
concern and objective of program evaluation is to reflect
both the results and the desirability or value of the pro-
gram. Brooks (1965, p. 34) listed as evaluation objectives
4the determination of: a. the extent to which the program
achreves its goal; b. the relative impact of the key pro-
gram variables; and, c. the role of the program as con-
trasted to external variables. Suchman (1967, pp. 31-32)
defined evaluation as "the determination.
. .of the results...
attained by some activity .. .designed to accomplish some
valued goal or objective". Scriven's (1967, pp. 40-41) def-
inition of evaluation incorporates a judgemental dimension.
He defines evaluation as "methodological activity which com-
bines performance data with a goal scale". In addressing
the importance of evaluation, Finkelstein states "evaluation
is important as a source of knowledge and direction, it tells
which program works, which does not and it gives direction
to better formulation of policy and program planning. With-
out evaluation, educational learning and training processes
move at an undetermined speed in an uncharted direction"
(p. 3).
A comprehensive and continuous evaluation system,
incorporating both formative and summative data, can effec-
tively benefit an organization's training efforts in the fol-
lowing ways:
1. Providing organization decision makers a
basis on which to determine modification,
expansion, cancellation or continuation of
a training program.
2. Assisting training personnel in improving
their programs to more effectively achieve
desired program goals.
53. Determining strengths and weaknesses of in-dividual program components or modules.
4. Assisting both the organization and the train-ing personnel in determining the degree to
which the program is achieving desired results
and change in behaviors and services.
Inasmuch as research and literature lend a strong
supportive argument to the need for evaluation of training
programs, much resistance has traditionally existed on the
part of practitioners to incorporate evaluation processes
into their training programs. Belasco and Trice (1969) es-
timate that approximately 99% of present day training goes
unevaluated. Early literature reflects a concern for the
need and importance of educational evaluation. In the
Seventeenth Yearbook of the National Society for the Study
of Education, Ayres (1918) traces back the starting point of
measurement in education to be Fisher's "Scale-Book" de-
veloped in England in 1864. He also considers Rice "the pi-
oneer and pathmaker among American scientific students of
education" for his work done in the late 1890 's. However,
aware of the limitations of scientific evaluation, Ayres con-
cluded his chapter in that yearbook 60 years ago, stating
The importance of the (educational measurement)
movement lies not only in its past and present
achievements, but in the hope of the future.
Knowledge is replacing opinion, and evidence is
supplanting guess-work in education as in every
other field of human activity. . .The future de-
pends on the skill, the wisdom, and the sagaci-
ty of the school men and women of America. It
is well that they should set about the task of
enlarging, perfecting and carrying forward the
scientific movement in education, for the great
war has marked the end of the age of haphazard.
6and the developments of coming years will showthat this is true in education as in every other
organized field of human endeavor, (p. 15)
In the 68th yearbook of NSSE, Merwin (1967) discus-
ses changing concepts of evaluation. He emphasizes these
changes have evolved "primarily through interactions of
evaluation practices with three other aspects of education"
(p. 6) . The three interactions he suggests which have af-
fected evaluation practices are the acceptance of various
learning theories and approaches to education, evaluation ‘
practices with roles accepted for evaluation, and technical
developments in measurement and evaluation. Thus evaluation
concepts have changed in their relation to a) who or what
should be evaluated; b) who should evaluate; c) how evalua-
tions should be conducted; and d) how evaluations can best
be integrated into the educational process.
Although increasing attention to evaluation need
continues to emerge, systematic, scientific and formalized
eva].uation procedures have not advanced into practice corre-
spondingly. Resistance continues on the part of practition-
ers and organizations to implement evaluation attempts.
Payne (1973) compiled a list of reasons for this resistance.
Among them are:
1. Traditional thinking has viewed evaluation
as interfering with program development.
Evaluation has the interests and desires
of the program or training at odds with
the interests and desires of the program
staff
.
2 .
73. Traditional views of the evaluator's rolehas the evaluator specifying the program
objective.
4. Evaluation is seen by many only as a long
^
term proposition, being expensive and not
necessarily for short term training or pro-
gramming.
For some
, evaluation is only seen acceptable
it is bristling with correlations, tests
of significance and random samplings of a
thousand persons.
To dispel these fears, myths or attitudes, evaluation
processes must be developed based on formalized procedures,
incorporating qualitative as well as quantitative data and
resulting in data which is beneficial to the organization in
determining directions for further and positive growth and
expansion.
If the ultimate goal of training is to produce a
change in the attitude, knowledge, and skill levels of par-
ticipants, accountability lies with the sponsoring agency to
document the change which has occurred and the degree of cost-
effectiveness involved in producing such change. Comprehen-
sive evaluation supplying pertinent and relevant data, then,
becomes instrumental in serving both the issues of accounta-
bility and decision making. The following persons have lent
support in advocating the use of evaluation for determining
effectiveness and planning for change; DePhillips, Berliner
and Cribben, 1960; Popham, 1974; Goldstein, 1974; Schmuck
and Runkel, 1972: Stufflebeam, 1971; Scriven, 1967; Suchman,
1967; Stake, 1967.
8Particularly since World War II, research indicates
training managers are inconcert with evaluators in expres-
sing a parampunt concern to incorporate sound, valid, and
reliable evaluative instrumentation into their training ef-
forts. Bloom states "Man is apparently so instituted that
he cannot refrain from evaluating, judging, appraising or
valuing almost everything which comes within his purview"
(p. 185).
Although agreement exists within training programs of
business, industry and education to provide instructional
programs and effectively evaluate them, there is little evi-
dence to support. the fact that these training programs are
working. Goldstein indicates that surveys of instructional
programs reflect that "perhaps one in forty firms (is) per-
forming systematic evaluation of any sort" (p. 8) . Consist-
ently, a review by French in 1953 indicates that only one
company in forty made any scientific evaluation of supervi-
sory training programs, and Castle in 1952 failed to find
any research that examined both pretraining and on-the-job
performance. As the necessity for evaluation continues to
increase, specifically to justify expenditures incurred for
the training process, Shafer in 1961 found that most agencies
spent less than 5 percent of their time and training budgets
on evaluation. In his dissertation study Raynor states "de-
spite the obvious lack of use of evaluative procedures for
assessing new programs and changes, despite the resistance
to evaluation by some, there is growing pressure from
9governments, organizations and funding bodies to evaluate
programs and training in order to determine the degree of
effectiveness in achieving goals or in providing data for
improved decision-making for program improvement” (p. 10).
With the emphasis on training and the need for
evaluation established, growing concern addresses the de-
velopment of comprehensive and systematic evaluation in-
strumentation to assess the effectiveness of training ef-
forts.
Statement of the Problem
Current evaluation practices reflect a lack of a
comprehensive evaluation system which may be utilized to
determine the effectiveness of professional training pro
grams.
Purposes of the Study
The research and development of an evaluation sys-
tem is undertaken due to the present lack of a uniform and
comprehensive instrument or system to evaluate effective-
ness and thus substantiate the purpose of professional
training programs.
The purposes of this study are;
1. To develop a set of guidelines to assist
instructional program trainers in their
development of a component of the evalu-
ation system. The component developed
by trainers will be the content-specific
10
section of the instrument and will be in-
corporated in the pre-, post-, and delayedpost-evaluation forms.
2.
To develop an evaluation system for profes-
sional training programs based on the guide-lines, which is both diagnostic for thetrainers in modifying and improving the pro-gram as well as evaluative for the sponsor-ing agency in assessing the degree of effec-
tiveness and change resulting from the train-ing. The system is designed to lend itself
to uniformity for producing an on-going in-
strumentation for evaluating a variety of
professional training programs.
3.
To field test the evaluation system on four
professional training programs.
4.
To evaluate the evaluation system during de-
velopmental stages. Feedback is retrieved
from trainers and participants of the four
field tested programs relevant to the format,
content, administrations and utility of the
instruments. In addition, input will be ob-
tained from selected key educators in the
field. Based on feedback and input, appro-
priate modifications of the field tested
system are incorporated.
The objective of this study is not to determine cri
teria for effectiveness, but rather to develop a system to
retrieve data on which decisions of effectiveness may be
made.
The Research Design
The evaluation system was designed to complement the
training efforts of a national professional association. The
Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) . The system was field
tested on four CEC training institutes, each of two days du-
ration. Two institutes were presented January 30-31, 1978
11
in Albuquerque, New Mexico and two institutes were presented
May 29-30, 1978 in Vancouver, British Columbia.
The system incorporates administration of four instru-
ments; (1) Pre-Training Questionnaire, (2) Interim Assess-
ment, (3) Post-Training Questionnaire, and (4) Delayed Post-
Training Questionnaire. Objectives of the system are de-
signed to serve both the agency and the trainer.
The evaluation system serves the agency by:
1* Providing personal data of preregistrants,
thus assessing effectiveness of promotion-
al materials.
2. Assessing qualities of the trainer.
3. Assessing overall general reactions of par-
ticipants to the total training program,
including program site and environment.
4. Providing data regarding the applicability
of knowledge, skills and attitudes gained
at the institute to actual job performance.
5. Providing data to determine degree to which
institute participation has resulted in change
of behaviors, attitudes, and skills.
The evaluation serves the trainer by:
1. Assessing entry levels of training group
prior to the institute, thereby determin-
ing which aspects should be highlighted
during the training program.
2. Providing a profile of the training group,
thereby determining specific goals and
needs of the participants prior to the
institute
.
3. Providing a formative evaluation mid-way
through the training program.
4. Providing data indicating the change in
knowledge, attitude and skills level as a
12
result of che training.
5. Assessing strengths and weaknesses of theprogram in order to make modifications andimprovements
.
6. Assessing the acquisition and utilization
of learning which is apparent after a de-layed period of time.
Significance of the Study
The results of this study are signigicant in provid-
ing an on-going assessment process which may be applicable
to a variety of training experiences. With minimal modifi-
cations/ the evaluation system may be utilized by any agency
designing and providing professional development training
programs. The guidelines will assist in the development and
design of the training program as well as the evaluation in-
strument. The data will be helpful to trainers in diagnos-
ing strengths and weaknessess of the program on which basis
trainers can make modifications and improvem.ents . The data
will serve the agency in evaluating the degree to which a
particular training program and trainer meet the stated
standards of competence and quality thus assisting decisions
of program continuation, modifications or termination.
Limitations of the Study
The results of this study are subject to at least
four limitations. First, being restricted to the timelines
13
of promotion and preregistration established by the agency,
pre-training questionnaire was not sent to the trainers in
sufficient time prior to the institute. This objective
could be effectively realized by setting a preregistration
deadline six weeks prior to the scheduled institute presen-
tation. This would allow data of the pre-training question-
naire to be shared with the trainers one week prior to the
institute, in sufficient time for the trainers to make appro-
modifications of the training program to meet expressed
needs and entry levels of the training group.
The second and third limitations deal with the anal-
ysis of data. The process of data collection for the Pre-
Training Questionnaire was by return mail, whereas Post-
Training Questionnaires were collected on-site at completion
of the institute. This led to the inevitable discrepancy
of having fewer Pre- than Post-Training Questionnaires from
which to derive data results and comparisons. This discrep-
ancy was addressed by calculating group percentage of re-
sponses, rather than strictly raw data, for those items which
were compared in the Pre- and Post-Training Questionnaires.
However, this process of calculation raises the third limi-
tation. Because of those instances where a small percentage
of Pre-Training Questionnaires were returned for compilation
and analysis, the percentage of group responses used for com-
parison, although valid, is subject to the disparity which
exists due to inconsistent total number of respondents.
14
The fourth limitation regards results of the De-
layed Post-Training Questionnaire. Inasmuch, as the evalu-
ation IS designed to assess applicability of new attitudes,'
skills, and knowledge gained as a result of the institute,
this assessment is completed only by the participant and,
thus, reflects a self-perception. To obtain greater relia-
bility on the degree to which these new learnings are being
applied in the home working environment, an additional in-
strument could be designed for administration to colleagues
and subordinates of the participant. Administration of this
form would require extensive control and monitoring.
Overview of the Dissertation Report
Chapter I has established the basis for the disser-
tation study, by introducing the growth of professional
training programs and lack of equitable evaluation systems
and designs. This chapter has presented the purpose, signi-
ficance and limitations of this study.
The second chapter provides a review of related lit-
erature addressing the definition and need for evaluation,
types and models of evaluation, and components and criteria
of evaluative processes.
The third chapter presents the methodology utilized
in this study. This presentation includes an overview of
the sponsoring agency, a description of the training programs
being evaluated and the subjects utilizing the evaluation
15
system, the research design and instrumentation, and the
process of data collection.
The fourth chapter reports the results of data from
each instrument of each of the four piloted administrations.
Where appropriate, data comparisons are made. In addition,
data is presented relevant to the evaluation of the evalua-
tion system by the evaluated (trainers)
, evaluators (parti-
cipants)
, and the users of the evaluation (the sponsoring
agency)
. This chapter also addresses the development and
use of the guidelines for trainers for the development of
the evaluation instrument.
In the fifth chapter, suggestions are advanced for
utilization of the data for accountability and decision-
making purposes of the agency as well as for instructional
purposes for the trainer. The chapter concludes with a
summary of the study and recommendations for its use in al-
ternative settings.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
A review of the literature relative to the field of
assessment and evaluation demonstrates a dearth of research
existing particularly relevant to the evaluation of profes-
sional training programs, workshops, inservice or continuing
education programs. The majority of literature regarding
training programs addresses those programs designed by agen-
cies to train persons who serve the agency. Little research
is evident regarding evaluation of training programs designed
for the constituency which is served by the agency. Drawing
upon theories, practices, and concepts espoused by key leaders
in the field of educational evaluation theory and research,
some general conclusions may be reached regarding curriculum,
school, or student performance evaluations and applied to the
development of educational strategies to assess effectiveness
and merit of professional training programs. In eliminating
a review of superfluous literature and research regarding eval-
uation, but irrelevant to this dissertation study, this research-
er has focused on the review of works and writings of signifi-
cant and key evaluation theorists which lend a basis for the
development and design of this study.
This review of related literature will address four
aspects of evaluation: (1) purpose and need for evaluation;
(2) types of evaluation; (3) models of evaluation; and (4)
components of the evaluation process.
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Purpose and Need for Evaluai-inn
Establishment of the need for evaluation necessitates
a prior understanding of the definition and purpose of evalu-
ation.
Perhaps the original and most traditional definition
of evaluation was first advanced by Tyler (1942) as being a
process for determining whether objectives have been achieved.
As research, theory and practice have progressed, this origi-
nal definition has undergone great criticism. Scriven (1967)
considers the definition too narrow, lending no supportive
basis for determining whether the objectives are meritorious.
Stufflebeam (1974) comments on the limitations of this defi-
nition as it does not assess the efficacy of the project and
only provides data related to the stated objectives and yields
these findings at the end of a project.
Scriven (1967) defines evaluation as a
methodological activity that consists simply
the gathering and combining of performance data
with a weighted set of critical scales to yield
either comparative or numerical ratings in the
justification of (a) the data-gathering instru-
ments, (b) the weightings, and (c) the selection
of criteria (p. 40)
.
In his definition, Scriven proposes the major goal of evalua-
tion is to assess merit and thus, the evaluator's main re-
sponsibility is to make judgments and not merely report
findings and provide information.
Similarly, Stake and Denny (1969) offer as a purpose
of evaluation "the discovery of the nature and worth of some-
thing" (p. 370) . They include as a task of evaluation
18
gathering inforroation about the nature and worth of educa-
tion programs in order to improve decisions about the manage-
merit of those programs", (p, 374 )
Glass (1971) also focuses on evaluation as an at-
tempt to assess the worth or social utility of a program or
product. He argues that the desirability of the determined
program goals might be questioned, and, hence, the evaluation
should include procedures for the evaluation of those goals.
Suchman (1967) defines evaluation as "the determina-
tion— of the results attained by some activity designed
to accomplish some valued goal or objective" (p. 31-32) . In-
clusive in this definition is Scriven's contention that the
goal or objective of the program must first be determined as
containing value or merit before evaluating the extent to
which it is achieved.
Suchr:an also indicates that an overabundance of defi-
nitions of program evaluation exists, but because it is an
emerging speciality, one finds a paucity of concensus. Among
the narrower definitions of program evaluation are those that
limit the focus of evaluation to outcomes. Ciarlo defines
"the focus is limited to outputs - and only those outputs
which are related to the achievement of program objectives.
Outcome or inpact evaluation is limited to what those services
actually do to and for the people who receive them" . Such-
man's broader view extends the definition of impact to include
analysis of effort (program inputs) as well as outcome. The
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inputs specifically include any consideration of program ac-
tivities (process evaluation)
.
An even broader view is presented in the definition
concluded by the Southern Regional Conference on Mental
Health Statistics,
the degree to which a program is
meeting its objectives, the problems it is en-
countering and the side effects it is creating.
It involves monitoring of several factors simul-
taneously - funds, personnel, client intake,
problems, quality of services, outcomes, (p. 74)
Greenberg (1968) defines evaluation as "the procedure
by which programs are studied to ascertain their effective-
ness of the fulfillment of goals" (p. 260)
.
Similar to the
Tylerian definition, Greenberg's definition would likewise
invite criticism of being too limited in scope as well as
process.
The objectives of evaluation, according to Brooks
(p. 34) are the determinations of (a) the extent to which a
program achieves its goals; (b) the relative impact of key
program variables; and (c) the role of the program as con-
trasted to external variables.
Finally, the Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee
on Evaluation present the following inclusive definition in-
corporating major components of previously espoused definitions.
the process of delineating, obtaining and pro-
viding useful information for judging decision
alternatives. (1970)
Concluding from the above definitions, evaluation is
a continuous process, concerned with results and desirability.
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or termination of project.
For Scriven (1967, p. 43), evaluation serves two ma-
jor evaluation roles: (1) formative evaluation assists dur-
ing the development and on-going implementation of the pro-
gram; (2) summative evaluation assesses the merit of the
program once it has been developed, implemented and com-
pleted.
As formative evaluation is designed to assess the
early stages of a program, it provides ongoing feedback re-
garding the validity of content, usefulness, appropriateness
and timeliness of media and materials. Formative evaluation
is generally an internal evaluation process which serves to
improve a developing program during its on-going stages.
Summative evaluation, performed upon completion of
the program serves administrators and the agency in deter-
mining the extent to which a program formative evaluation
was successful in guiding the program to a meritorious con-
clusion. Decisions regarding cost-effectiveness, feasibil-
ity for replication, and termination are made on the basis
of summative evaluation. Scriven recommends external eval-
uators perform this evaluation to provide independent assess*^
ment.
Other types of evaluation proposed by Scriven are
intrinsic and pay-off evaluations. Intrinsic evaluation "ap-
praises the qualities of a teaching instrument, regardless of
its effects, by assessing such factors as content, goals
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grading procedures, materials and teacher attitude" (Popham,
p. 101) . Pay-off evaluation is concerned with the effects
of the program on its students, rather than the nature of the
program. Where intrinsic evaluation is concerned with the
qualities inherent to the treatment, pay-off evaluation is
concerned with the results achieved by the administration of
that treatment. Both types of evaluation are important and
may serve either formative or summative roles.
Finally, Scriven advances the theory of goal-free
versus goal based types of evaluation. He encourages goal-
free evaluation because of its advantages in being more ob-
jective than goal-based evaluation since the goal-free eval-
uator is not preoccupied with a concern for the program's
direct and anticipated intent and goals. In this regard,
903l~free evaluation is a useful and "powerful" supplement
to goal-based evaluation by addressing all effects, includ-
ing unanticipated outcomes, of a program.
Davis and McCallon (1974) present four different
types of evaluation procedures to retrieve information to
determine success or failure of a training program; (1)
Feedback from participants; (2) Post-meeting reactions; (3)
Evaluation by objectives; and (4) Impact evaluation.
Feedback from participants is easily obtained during
the course of the program and may be useful in serving the
formative evaluation function in helping trainers improve
and modify the program prior to its conclusion, before it
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nerit or value of programs, and inclusive of both a judg-
m.3ntal and decision-making dimension.
Types of Evaluation
With the emergence of various evaluation models, sev
eral different types of evaluation are distinguished.
Stufflebeam's CIPP Model proposes four types of evaluation
which correspond to four kinds of decisions:
1. Context - serves planning decisions by
identifying unmet needs, unused oppor-
tunities, and underlying problems.
2. Input - serves structuring decisions by
projecting and analyzing alternative
procedural designs.
3. Process - serves implementing decisions
by monitoring project operations.
4. Product - serves recycling decisions by
identifying and assessing project results.
In addition .to serving decision-making processes,
these four types of evaluations also provide a basis for
accountability;
1. Context - provides record of objectives
chosen, objectives rejected, and relation-
ship of chosen and rejected objectives to
information about needs, opportunities and
problems
.
2. Input - provides record of chosen and re-
jected procedural designs and data concern-
ing the strength and weakness of alternative
designs.
3. Process - provides record of actual implemen-
tation process.
4. Product - records project attainments and de-
cisions concerning continuation, modification
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IS "toe late". Participants' feedback may be obtained in
several ways: Verbally from individual participants on an
informal basis at periodic intervals during the implementa-
tion of the program; verbally from the entire group or from
a selected, representative group of the participants at the
conclusion of the program; and from written evaluation in-
struments distributed to the entire group at periodic inter-
vals of the program.
The Post-meeting reaction format provides a written
form to each participant for completion at the conclusion of
the program. Providing a summative evaluation function of
the program being evaluated, it serves as a formative evalu-
ation for future replications of the program by assessing or-
ganization, objectives, staff, facilities and materials.
Evaluation by objectives is less concerned with par-
ticipants reactions and places greater emphasis on assessing
extent of increase in participants levels of performance rel-
ative to the programs' specified objectives. The measurement
cf learning outcomes should realistically evaluate the appli-
cation of the learning to real-life situations.
Impact evaluation attempts to measure the impact of
the program on participants behavior back on the job and
consequently, the impact of the organization itself. Results
of impact evaluation will provide data to assist organiza-
tions in determining whether organizational goals have been
achieved and anticipated, as well as unintended objectives
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attained.
Stake (1967) introduces formal and informal evalua-
tions. Traditional informal evaluations rely on "casual ob-
servations, implicit goals, intuitive norms and subjective
judgment (p. 523)
.
These evaluations result in "perspec-
tives which are seldom questioned and of variable quality -
sometimes penetrating and insightful and sometimes superfi-
cial and distorted" (p. 523). Formal evaluations, on the
other hand, depend on actual behavioral data, check-lists,
^t^^ctured record keeping, and controlled comparisons.
Stake contends that in order to make rational judg-
ments, more attention and effort should be given to the de-
velopment of relevant formal evaluations which are under-
taken with the attempt to measure what the practitioner in-
tends to do with what he actually does. In defining formal
evaluations. Stake distinguishes between two roles, descrip-
tion and judgm.ent, incorporating the theories of both
Cronbach (1963) and Scriven (1967) respectively. In its de-
scriptive role, the main objective of formal evaluation is
to describe students' achievement and the instruction as well
as to uncover durable relationships between the two. A de-
scriptive evaluation, then, is based on observing and deter-
mining the congruence between intended and observed antece-
dents, transactions, and outcomes. This procedure is re-
flected in Pro\n2S ' Discrepancy Evaluation Model in evaluat-
ing installation, process and product as well as Stufflebeam'
s
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input, process and product approach.
The judgmental role of formal evaluation, consist-
ent with Scriven's theory, rests on absolute comparisons of
descriptive data between the program and the determined
standards (also reflective in Provus' Model) and relative
comparisons between descriptive data from one program to
another.
Models of Evaluation
This section will present a description of four dif-
ferent evaluation models which, in their administration, in-
corporate and advance the theories and purposes of evaluation
previously discussed in this chapter. The models which will
be addressed are Stuf f lebeam' s CIPP Model, Scriven's Pathway
Comparison Model, Provus' Discrepancy Evaluation Model, Wolf's
Judicial Evaluation Model and the Hamblin Model.
C IPP Model
As discussed in the previous section of this chapter,
Stuf f lebeam' s CIPP model serves a dual purpose. It provides
"proactive support for decision making and retroactive sup-
port for accountability" (p. 23)
.
Defining evaluation as
"the process of delineating, obtaining and providing useful
information for judging decision alternatives" (p. 19) , the
CIPP model proposes four types of evaluation for a systematic,
continuous process. Context, Input, Process and Product
evaluations provide instrumentation and data for the four
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basic questions the CIPP model answers: (1) what objectives
should be accomplished?; (2) what procedures should be fol-
lowed?; (3) Are the procedures working?; and (4) Are the ob-
jectives being achieved?
With regard to serving the decision making objective,
these four evaluations respond to four types of decisions:
(1) Planning decisions to determine objectives; (2) Structur-
ing decisions to project alternative procedural designs for
achieving objectives; (3) Implementing decisions to determine
specific designs to be executed; and (4) Recycling decisions
to determine whether to terminate, continue or modify.
Herriman (1970) comments on this relationship of evaluation
to decision-making as proposed by Stufflebeam, "Relating eval-
uation to problem identification, planning for change, imple-
menting changes, and recycling is a strategy for systematic,
planned educational change. The relationship of the evalua-
tor to the decision-maker is a critical relationship" (p. 51).
He further addresses this relationship by questioning a pos-
sible resulting assumption that evaluation is a management
model. If this were so equated, Herriman points out, then by
definition of evaluation, the useful information would be de-
lineated, obtained and provided to the legally responsible
managerial decision-maker. In business and industry, this
decision-making body differs from that in education. Where
business and industry employ a monolithic decision-making
structure, education is a public dimension whose consumers.
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and hence decit ion-makers
, represent a variety of education-
al decision-making groups in the public community. Therefore,
evaluation in being concerned with a pluralistic audience
differs from a management model whose sole decision-maker is
the legally constituted manager. The implication of this res-
olution, congruent with previous discussions, is that a sound
and effective evaluation is an on-going and systematic pro-
cess involving input from a variety of populations. The
evaluator's role in the decision-making context is to estab-
lish the evaluation information system and to facilitate the
flow and use of this information.
In establishing its role of serving accountability
needs, the CIPP model defines accountability as
the ability to account for past actions in
relationship to the decisions which precip-
itated the actions, the wisdom of those de-
cisions, and the extent to which they were
adequately and efficiently implemented, and
the value of their efforts, (p. 20)
This definition proposes that those responsible for a program
should be able to defensibly answer questions, in a scien-
tific and technological framework, regarding both the ends
and the means of the program. The four types of evaluation
(context, input, process and product) respectively record
data relevant to the basis for selected objectives, the ra-
tionale for determined strategy and program design, the ac-
tual process as it occurred, and the outcome and attainments
of the program as a basis for recycling decisions.
Finally, Stufflebeam emphasizes two major concerns
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for the implementation of the CIPP model. He points out the
importance of both internal and external evaluation processes.
Internal evaluation systematically supports decision-making
alternatives and provides basic data for accountability. Ex-
ternal evaluation provides a more objective assessment from
outsiders regarding an independent and summative evaluation
of the system's goals, designs, procedures and results.
Pathway Comparison Model
This nine step model proposed by Scriven (1974) is
based on the rationale that "evaluation essentially is a
^®^uction process that obtains and assesses large amounts
of data and then synthesizes them into an overall judgment
of merit" (p. 102) . The nine steps which are not intended to
be performed in any particular sequence are:
1. Characterizing the nature of the program
to be evaluated.
2. Clarifying the nature of the conclusion
wanted from the evaluation.
3. Assessing evidence about cause-and-effeet
relationships between independent and de-
pendent variables in the program.
4. Comprehensively checking for all conse-
quences in the program.
5. Determining and assessing the criterion
of merit and philosophical arguments
pertaining to the program.
6. Assessing various kinds of program costs.
7. Identifying and assessing the program's
critical competitors.
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Identifying the program's constituents
and performing a needs assessment todetermine the program's potential im-pact.
9. Forming a conclusion about the merit
of the program.
Implicit in this nine-step evaluation process are
Scriven's concepts regarding summative, formative, intrin-
sic, pay-off and goal-free evaluation. Whereas the last
three steps testify to the validity of the program and the
first six steps characterize the nature of the program, the
steps would be considered intrinsic evaluations,
l^ter steps would serve the goals of pay-off evalua-
tions. The function of goal-free evaluation which is a
methodological strategy which checks for all program con-
sequences and outcomes is served by step 4. Finally,
Scriven suggests that an evaluator may cycle through the
nine steps of this model several times. The earlier cy-
cles would constitute formative evaluations while the last
cycle would serve the summative evaluation process.
Judicial Model
In supporting the need for educational evaluation.
Wolf (1975) emphasizes the growing concern for accountability
of instructional agencies and justification for a variety of
policy decisions. According to Wolf "many evaluators are
totally unresponsive to the needs of people involved in or
affected by a program being evaluated" (p. 185) . Too often,
methodologies employed by decision makers in their pursuit
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for objectivity ignore the fundamental concerns of huinan
judgment.
,
In an attempt to provide a useful evaluation system
of "evidentiary rules and procedures aimed at producing al-
ternative inferences from data prior to the rendering of
judgment" (p. 185)
, Wolf developed the judicial evaluation
approach. This process involves four major stages: issue
generation; issue selection; preparation of arguments; and
the hearing.
The judicial model relies on the adaptation and modi-
fication of basic concepts from both jury trials and admini-
strative hearings in the field of law to produce a more ef-
fective way of seeking and presenting balanced factual data.
At least four advantages of the judicial model are
evident:
1. It provides for structured considera-
tion of alternative arguments, thus
maintaining an evaluation which is
intellectually fair and honest.
2. The hearings provide an opportunity to
produce broad program understanding,
exploring the complexity of education-
al issues, and keeping at least two
sides of the truth open.
3. Pertinent information is readily sur-
faced with a wide variety of persons
available to witness testimony.
4. In addition to evaluation, the model of-
fers a forum for communication and dis-
semination.
This model, then, is based on incorporating a variety
of persons in the judgmental process, exploring alternative
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and relevant issues, presenting a comprehensive view of the
program, illuminating strengths and weaknesses, and accom-
plishing this evaluation in a public fashion.
Discrepancy Evaluation Model
The Discrepancy Evaluation Model, developed by
Malcolm Provus (1971)
,
was designed primarily to be applied
to the evaluation efforts of local education agencies in
assessing effectiveness of public school programs. The model
predicates that educational programs and their evaluation
can be no better than the initiative and commitment of local
school staff makes them” (p. iv) . This evaluation model,
therefore, combines "local initiative with regional or na-
tional accountability" (p. iv) . This model fosters a co-
ordinated effort and team approach to assess and improve lo-
cal, state and national educational programs while insuring
the traditional autonomy of the local schools.
In stating the purpose of evaluation, Provus echoes
the thoughts of Tyler as "evaluation is to determine whether
to improve, maintain, or terminate a program" (Worthen,
p. 172) . Provus defines evaluation as "the process of a)
agreeing with program standards, b) determining whether a
discrepancy exists between some aspect of the program and
the standards governing that aspect of the program, and c)
using discrepancy to identify the weaknesses of the program"
(Provus, p. 183). Discrepancy is defined as "the difference
between standard and reality" (Provus, p. 46).
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Within this model, Provus has determined two kinds
of program standards: content (those standards which re-
flect the process of inputs to produce outcomes) and devel-
opment. Similar to Stuff lebeam* s model, the Discrepancy
Model proposes program developmental stages, at each of
which an evaluation is performed. The four evaluation pro-
cesses at the developmental stages correspond to decision-
making processes at the content level. The four develop-
mental stages are 1) definition, corresponding to a decision
of design adequacy; 2) installation, corresponding to a de-
cision of installation fidelity; 3) process, corresponding
to a decision of process adjustment; and 4) product, corre-
sponding to a decision of product assessment.
At each developmental stage of the evaluation model,
a question is posed which implies a criteria or standard,
new information is provided, and a decision is made. A
tenet of this model is the team approach in that each of
these functions, performed at each stage, is carried out by
different people with different responsibilities. The ques-
tion is posed by the evaluator, the criteria is set by the
program manager, new information is provided by both the
evaluation and program staff, and decisions are made by the
program director based on alternatives provided by the eval-
uator. This team approach encourages the establishment of
a rapport and a continuous communication between the evalu-
ator and the program staff. In this way, the evaluator has
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an opportunity to collect additional and relevant data at
each stage which may otherwise be unavailable to him.
Provus model, then, clearly distinguishes between
the functions of the program and evaluation staff. In so
doing, he posits nine assumptions regarding evaluation meth-
odology which formulate the basis for operationalizing his
model. Among those assumptions are:
3. There is administrative support for mak-
ing a distinction between program- and
evaluation-staff functions. Program
staff is defined as those persons respon-
sible for planning, organizing, and con-
ducting the work of a project.
5. Problem-solving activity is required to
improve school programs.
6. Problem-solving will be successful only
if the program staff is involved in and
committed to the change process.
8. Problem-solving success requires perti-
nent information from the evaluation
staff and sound decisions from the pro-
gram staff. (Provus, p. 186)
Using discrepancy information, Provus’ model allows
formative decisions to be made about a program at each stage
relevant to a) continuing on to the next stage, b) recycling
the stage after there has been a change in either the pro-
gram's standards or operations, c) recycling the first
stage, or d) terminating the program. The Discrepancy Eval-
uation Model contends that in order to conduct a meaningful
evaluation, at each stage it is necessary to employ case
study methods, experimental designs and other rigorous al-
ternative techniques.
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The Hamblin Model
In developing a model for the purpose of presenting
an approach to the evaluation of training programs, Hamblin
(1974) has devised a cyclical framework comprising five
levels of evaluation: Level 1 - Reactions; Level 2 -
Learning; Level 3 - Job behavior; Level 4 - Organization;
and Level 5 - Ultimate value. Evaluation at each level
represents training effects and objective setting. These
levels also correlate with the evaluation concepts purported
by Kirkpatrick (1967) and Warr, Bird, and Rackham (1970).
They classify four levels of evaluation respectively: Reac-
tions, Learning, Job Behavior, Results; Reactions, Immediate,
Intermediate, Ultimate.
Hamblin's five levels are defined as follows:
1. Reactions: of the trainees to the sub-
ject matter, the trainer, the training
method, the training setting, and
other trainees; these reactions are af-
fected by previous knowledge about and
attitude toward the subject matter and
the trainer, and by recent past events
and present mood.
2. Learning: training provides people the
opportunity to learn and acquire the
ability to behave in new kinds of ways.
Three criteria for setting learning ob-
jectives are;
a. Trainees must have basic apti-
tude to acquire desired know-
ledge, skills and attitudes.
b. Trainees entry level must be
compatible with assumptions
made in training objectives.
c. Trainees' reactions must be re-
ceptive to the training.
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3. Job Behavior: extent to which trainees ap-ply their learning on-the-job. Failure to
make on-the-job changes can be either the
result of failure to learn (which would be
evaluated at Level 2) or failure to trans-fer the learning to the job situation(which would be evaluated at Level 3)
,
4. Organization: the extent to which the
training has provided changes in the
functioning of the organization.
5. Ultimate criteria: the extent to which
the training contributed to the success
or failure of the organization's goals;
i.e., cost-effectiveness, welfare, sur-
vival.
At each level of the model, the effects of the re-
spective aspect of the training are evaluated and data cor-
related with the objectives set at that level. Depending
on the results of evaluation of both effects and objectives
at each level, the evaluator moves on to the next aspect or
level of the training program. There is no fixed entry or
exit point on the cycle of this model, however, it is a
never-ending cycle of objective-setting, training, and eval-
uation. The purpose of the model is to assist the training
manager in determining which activities he is already in-
volved in, to prioritize the needs for further training, and
to plan the route he should follow.
The decision to implement this model of evaluation
strategy is limited and dependent on a number of factors:
The amount of resources available; the acceptability of the
various types of evaluation to the trainers, the trainees,
and the organization's management; the ability to formulate
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training objectives in evaluable terms, the expected useful-
ness of the evaluation data; the roles and expertise of the
trainers and managers involved, and the extent to which they
were both willing and able to share evaluation information.
CoinponGn'bs of 't.h0 Evaluation ProcGSs
Kirkpatrick, (1967) indicates four steps to the eval-
uation process: Reaction, Learning, Behavior, and Results.
1. Reaction - How well did the attendees like
the program? It is important that the
attendees like what they are learning and
the way in which they are learning it.
Interest and enthusiasm are key elements /
for maximum learning.
2. Learning - What principles, facts, tech-
niques and attitudes were learned? A ba-
sic premise for any training program is
that it be aimed at imparting new know-
ledge, skills and attitudes to help atten-
dees with their on-the-job performance.
3. Behavior - What changes in job behavior
resulted from the program? Behavior is
the difference between knowing the tech-
niques and utilizing them effectively in
the job situation. This discrepancy con-
cept is reflected in the Leadership Ef-
fectiveness and Adaptability Design (LEAD)
instrument designed by Hersey and Blanchard
(197 2) . The instrument evaluates the re-
spondent on his positive understanding of
the theory of Situational Leadership and
further evaluates him on his effective ap-
plication of the theory. In addition, the
evaluation provides both a "Self" and an
"Other" assessment to indicate the respon-
dent's effective application of the theory
not only by his own perspective, but by the
perspectives of his superiors, subordinates
and peers as well.
4. Results - What were the tangible results of
the program in terms of reduced cost, improved
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quality, and improved quantity? In addi-tion to the specific learning goals of theprogram, the organization alL has goalsof the program regarding cost-ef fective-
ness, growth of the organization, impacton the field, and increased productivity.
In evaluating at each step of the program, Kirkpatrick
encourages the use of quantifiable and tabulated format of
data collection. The instrument should also provide space
for opinions about items that are not addressed in the ques-
tionnaire. Important and relevant information is often col-
lected by this procedure.
Honest opinions are better obtained by providing for
anonymity on the instruments. However, to relate data to
learning measures and job performance, Kirkpatrick suggests
some sort of coding system be utilized.
In order to measure and document the extent of learn-
ing which took place, a before-and-after evaluation approach
should be utilized to determine that this change is a result
of the program.
To effectively measure job performance, "a post-
training appraisal should be made three months or more after
the training so that the trainees have an opportunity to put
into practice what they have learned” (p. 101) . Goldstein
(1974) also proposes assessment after a considerable time in
the transfer setting and refers to this time dimension as Dis-
tal Criteria (p. 63)
.
Immediate and proximal criteria are
obtained during the program and in the advanced stages of
the training, respectively. This evaluation should not be
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limited to the person who took the training, but should in-
clude a performance appraisal by his superiors, subordinates,
and peers as well.
Finally Kirkpatrick recommends the use of control
groups, not receiving the training, to compare post-training
data. A possible approach is to have the experimental
group also serve as the control group if structured pre-post
assessments are used.
Summary
From the previous review of literature and theory
espoused by key leaders in the field of evaluation research,
some basic conclusions may be formed regarding the develop-
ment of a sound evaluation system and instrumentation.
Concluding from the more recent and accepted defini-
tions of the Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Eval-
uation, Stuff lebeam, and Suchman, an evaluation should serve
as a management tool for the agency in its decision-making
process to judge the utility, worth and merit of the program.
Further, the data obtained should provide valid and reliable
information for determining strengths and weaknesses and
making appropriate improvements and modifications to achieve
f
*
desired goals. This process of data collection, as addressed
by Scriven, should be a continuous and ongoing process, assess-
ing effectiveness during the program (formative) as well as
at its conclusion (summative)
.
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As the models which are discussed indicate, evalua-
tions should address not only the product of the program,
but the process for achieving the product as well. In this
regard it is necessary to consider both formal and informal
assessment procedures in evaluating program inputs and pro-
gram outcomes or impact.
Components of the evaluation instrument should measure
reactions of trainees, acquisition of new knowledge, applica-
bility and utility of learning gained as a result of the pro-
gram and impact on. both agency and the field which it serves.
These aspects should be measured by quantifiable and tabulated
objective data as well as by subjective responses offered by
the trainees. Honesty and openess of the respondents may be
best retrieved by providing the option for anon^nnity on the in-
struments. Items and questions should be structured in a clear
and simple format leaving no room for ambiguity.
The literature also reflects the importance of pre and
post assessments to determine change. Goldstein and Kirkpatrick
suggest an additional post-assessment after a delayed period
of time to measure the extent to which the learning has been
put into practice and the effects of this implementation. A
minimum delayed period of three months is recommended on the
basis of theory of learning, retention and application of new
knowledge.
Finally, the design of the evaluation system should be
comprehensive and lend itself to uniformity to be utilized for
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a variety of training program endeavors, while, at the same
time, incorporating specificity to judge the particular
goals, and outcomes of any individual prograim. The
effectiveness of the evaluation system and procedure also re-
lies heavily on its acceptance by the users, the evaluators,
and the evaluated.
As the methodology for this study is undertaken and
developed, these aspects of evaluation theory will be con-
sidered, addressed, and incorporated.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The primary purpose of this study was to design an
evaluation system to retrieve relevant data for decision
makers to determine the effectiveness of professional train-
ing programs. In addition to providing decision makers or
the sponsoring agency data to determine cost effectiveness
and validity to continue, modify or terminate a training
program, the system is also designed to provide trainers in-
formation regarding a prospective training target population
and data on which to make decisions for modification and
improvements of the training program. The system incorpo-
rates both a formative and summative evaluation process.
This chapter will describe the study respective of
the sponsoring agency, the institutes, the subjects, the re-
search design and instrumentation and the process of data
collection.
The Sponsoring Agency
The Council for Exceptional Children
The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) is a pro-
fessional organization of approximately 65,000 members com-
mitted and dedicated to enhancing the educational opportuni-
ties and rights of all exceptional children — handicapped
and gifted alike. Explicit in the Policy Statements of The
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Council for Exceptional Children established by the CEC
Delegate Assembly is the belief that "every person is valu-
able in his own right and should be offered equal opportu-
nities to develop his full potential. Thus, no democratic
society should deny educational opportunities to any child
••• (p. 1). Based on this belief, the following policy is
adopted by the Council:
The focus of all education should be the
unique learning needs of the individual
child, and of the child as a total func-
tioning organism. All educators should
recognize and accept the identity of fun-
damental purposes in both special and reg-
ular education.
The purpose of special education -is to en-
large the variety of educational programs
for all children so that the individuali-
zation of programs may be furthered as a
way of fulfilling the fundamental purposes
for all children, whatever their needs.
As advocates of the rights of all children
to education, special educators affirm
their professionalism... (p. 3).
While the intent of this principle of education has
been generally endorsed since the passage of the first pub-
lic school laws in the mid-nineteenth century, actualization
of the principle has not been fulfilled effectively. With
disparate interpretations of the terms "education" and "all
children" many children have been denied their lawful right
to an education.
Since its inception 57 years ago, the Council has
assumed a leadership role in the field of special education
in advocating for the rights of all exceptional children an
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appropriate education which would allow each child "optimal
development... as a skillful, free, and purposeful person,
able to plan and manage his own life, and to reach his high-
potential as an individual and as a member of society.
.
.
"
(CEC Policy Statement, p. 2) . With this commitment to the
acknowledgement of the .individualism of every child and his
educational needs, the Council works in cooperation
local, state and federal governments in supporting and
initiating legislation and services to afford and maximize
these rights and opportunities. The services of CEC to the
field are designed and dedicated to assist professionals and
parents in their challenge to appropriately educate and pro-
vide for the exceptional children throughout the United
States and Canada.
The Institutes
With the passage of federal legislation. Public Law
94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, on
November 29, 1975, new doors were opened broadening the hori-
zons and enhancing the hopes of all exceptional children in
the United States. Among the major issues addressed in the
law are: effective child find procedures, individualized
program planning, nondincriminatory testing and evaluation,
placement of exceptional children in the least restrictive
alternative, due process of law, and parent involvement in
the decision making process.
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Inherent in these mandates, if p. l. 94-142 is to be
effectively fully realized and implemented is the acceptance
of new roles and responsibilities of both regular and special
educators, new decision making and communication processes,
reorganizational models and hence, the acquisition of new
knowledge, behaviors and attitudes on the part of both pro-
fessionals and parents.
Effective implementation of the mandates, thus, re-
^uires an expansion and modification of the focus of current
training programs. While past training efforts have existed
in the training and preparation of personnel to educate ex-
ceptional children, the new law suggests a substantial im-
pact on the redirection and continuation of these training
efforts. Burke states "...it is clear that the training pro-
vision called for in the new law will have a far reaching
impact on personnel preparation relationships among state
education agencies, colleges and universities, local educa-
tion agencies, and the Bureau of Education for the Handi-
capped" (p. 146)
.
The traditional training resources which have been
called upon to meet the needs of personnel preparation in
special education have been the institutions of higher edu-
cation and the state education agencies. It is the belief
that "Further efforts need to be undertaken to develop a na-
tional program to attract more qualified and motivated indi-
viduals into the field of special education. The Council
15
believes that such a program must be conducted through na-
tional leadership with full involvement and participation of
all levels of government and professional organizations"
(CEC Policy Statements, Section 704, p. 24). Further, "The
Council affirms the principle that, through public policy,
each exceptional child and youth is entitled to instruction
and service by professionally trained and competent person-
nel" (CEC Policy Statements, Section 701, p. 23).
Based on these policies and commitments and in re-
sponse to the need for training as stated above. The Council
has adopted the policy of the development of a training di-
mension as an addition to its current services to the field.
The goals of this training effort are designed to complement
and function in concert with the training activities of fed-
eral, state and local education agencies, institutions of
higher education, and other professional associations.
CEC's training institutes are designed to present
two days of intensive study and exploration of the topic area
with a "how-to" emphasis for skill development. Institute
formats include training strategies of role-playing, media
presentation, video taping, problem solving, small group
interactions and lecturettes. Institute trainers are se-
lected from among prominent educators in the field who have
demonstrated their expertise and competence in the specific
content area through national recognition, research and pub-
lications and CEC staff assessments. All institutes include
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comprehensive trainer's and student's training manuals which
include worksheets, articles and materials to accompany the
training presentation, as well as reference and resource ma-
terials to assist the acquisition and application of new
knowledge and skills.
All institutes are designed in such a fashion to al-
low them to be replicated in other parts of the country and
the constituents and staff of particular agencies upon
request. Currently CEC has developed 42 training institutes,
presenting replicated programs in over twenty cities. Based
on a needs assessment questionnaire conducted in Spring 1977
of CEC state federation officers and Board of Governors mem-
bers, a schedule of 133 institute replications was planned for
December 1977 through August 1978 in fifteen cities through-
out the United States and Canada
From this schedule, four institutes were selected at
random for the pilot testing of the evaluation system devel-
oped for this study. Two of the institutes were presented
January 30-31, 1978 in Albuquerque, New Mexico. The titles
of these institutes are Cl-Personal/Professional Communica-
tion Skills for lEP Personnel and C16-Developing Your Lead-
ership Skills; A Situational Approach to Managing Change
and Improving. Performance of People. Two of the institutes
were presented May 29—30 in Vancouver, British Columbia.
The titles of these institutes are B15-Comprehensive Pro-
for Infants and Toddlers (ages Birth to Three years)gramming
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.and B18-Strategies for Managing Severe Problem Behaviors
while Fostering Emotional Growth. Further detailed pro-
files of each of these institutes are included in the Appen-
dices. For the purpose of this study, the administration
of the evaluation system of the two institutes presented in
January (Cl and C16) will be considered Pilot Test A and the
administration of the evaluation system of the two institutes
presented in May (B15 and B18) will be considered Pilot Test
B.
The Subjects
The subjects for the pilot administration of this
evaluation system consisted of professionals in the field
of education for exceptional children who self-selected to
attend one of CEC's training institute offerings. The tar-
get audience of each of the four piloted groups included men
and women, members of minority groups, administrators and
direct delivery service personnel from both the regular and
special education arenas, representing state education agen-
cies, local education agencies, private schools, and insti-
tutions of higher education. There were 86 preregistrants
for Pilot Test A and 81 preregistrants for Pilot Test B.
Institute attendees came from various locations
throughout the United States and Canada. CEC members paid
a registration fee of $45.00 and non CEC members paid a
registration fee of $60.00 to attend the two day institute
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and. receive all accompanying materials.
—
^e Research Design and Instrumentation
In designing an evaluation system for CEC training
institutes and the guidelines for developing the evaluation
instruments, the follov/ing aspects of a sound evaluation
were considered:
The system should be streamlined to be appli-
cable for all CEC training institutes.
The evaluation should be relevant to both the
purposes and goals of the organization's (CEC)
training dimension as well as the institute.
The instruments and the system should be ac-
ceptable to the participants (the evaluators)
,
the trainers (the evaluated), and CEC (the
evaluators and the users of the evaluation)
.
The instruments should serve the trainers as
a diagnostic tool for improving the content
and presentations of the institute.
The system should serve CEC as an evaluative
m.echanism for determining future directions
and developments of the total training dimen-
sion.
The system and instruments should retrieve
valid and reliable data to assess critical com-
ponents of an effective training program: con-
text, content, leadership style, design, mate-
rials, outcomes, and process. In addition,
data should indicate degree of change in par-
ticipants^ attitudes, knowledge and skill
levels
.
Once 'developed
,
the system should provide a cost
effective application for the agency, both in
the administration and analysis procedures.
To meet the evaluative and diagnostic needs of both
the agency and the trainers, the system was designed to
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incorporate four instruments:
1. Pre-Training Institute Questionnaire
2. Interim Assessment
3. Post-Training Institute Questionnaire
4. Delayed Post-Training Institute Questionnaire
A description of the objectives, content, and admini-
stration of each instrument is included in Figure 1. Each of
the instruments is included in the Appendices. This author
acknowledges work of R. K. Hambleton whose assessment instru-
ments lent supportive base and direction to the design of
these instruments.
Pilot Test A
The preregistration deadline for institutes Cl and C16
presented January 30-31, 1978 was January 11, 1978. The Pre-
Training Questionnaire was mailed to all preregistrants of
these two institutes (Cl - 38 Preregistrants; C16 - 48 prereg-
istrants) by January 15, 1978 with a deadline return date of
January 25 (See letter 1) . Due to unavoidable time constraints,
the time line for administration of this form was not able to
be honored. Section III of this form was designed in cooper-
ation with, and the content-specific items supplied by the re-
spective institute ‘trainers following the guidelines established
(Appendix 'A, Section IX) . These two Pre-Training Questionnaires
are included in Appendix F. Enclosed in this mailing was a pre-
stamped and addressed return envelope. The original design
for this mailing included a cassette tape to deliver the intro-
ductory message.
Description
of
Instruments
in
Evaluation
System
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However, input from the agency staff indicated strong pref-
erence for the written format. The tape, however, is in-
cluded in the pocket of the back cover of this report.
^^terim Assessment forms were given to each
trainer to distribute on January 30, after completion of the
first day of the institute. For the purpose of this study,
^^terim Assessments will be shared with CEC for review and
analysis.
The Post-Training Questionnaire forms were given
the trainers for distribution at the completion of the
institute on January 31. These two forms are included in
Appendix G. Forms were collected by trainers and sent back
to this researcher for compilation and summarization of data.
Results were reported back to trainers (Appendix H) by
March 30 and shared with all participants in the mailing of
the Delayed Post-Training Questionnaire (See letters 2, 3,
and 4) .
At this point in the process, a Questionnaire Feed-
back Form (Appendix I) was sent to all institute participants
and to trainers (See letters 5 and 6) in order to determine
the acceptability of the system and the instruments to the
evaluators and the evaluated. Participants were requested
to provide their reactions and opinions to the instruments
with respect to format, ambiguity, time required, and con-
tent of items. The trainers were requested to provide their
input with regard to the utility of the data and the
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processes of retrieval and reporting. in addition, key
persons in the agency and the field were identified and re-
quested to provide objective reactions to the design of the
instruments and the applicability of the data for decision
making purposes.
The Delayed Post-Training Questionnaire (Appendix
E) was mailed to all participants on April 30, three months
following completion of the institutes with a deadline re-
^^te of May 25 (See letter 4) . This mailing also in-
cluded a pre-stamped, addressed return envelope.
Pilot Test B
The preregistration deadline for institutes B15 and
B18 presented May 29-30, 1978 was May 2. Pre-Training Ques-
tionnaires (Appendix J) were mailed to all 81 preregistrants
with a request for them to complete the questionnaires and
bring them to the institute (See letter 7) . Institute B15
had 30 preregistrants and Institute B18 had 51 preregistrants
The trainers collected these forms at the beginning of the
institute on May 29. Persons who neglected to bring their
form with them were asked to complete the Pre-Training Ques-
tionnaire on-site.
A
Interim Assessment forms were distributed by each
trainer to all participants at the completion of the first
day of the institute. May 29.
At the completion of the institute. May 30, trainers
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distributed and collected Post-Training Questionnaires
(Appendix K). After compilation and summarization of data,
results were reported to trainers by June 17 (Appendix L)
.
Time constraints of this study did not permit ad-
ministration of the Delayed Post-Training Questionnaire for
Pilot Test B. This form will be mailed to each participant
August 30, three months following completion of the insti-
tute.
Guidelines for the Development of the Evaluation System
As the development of the institute evaluation is a
critical component to the development of the total training
Program, the guidelines for such were developed for incor-
poration within a complete docum.ent entitled "Guidelines for
the Development of CEC Training Institutes" (Appendix M,
Section IX) . These guidelines are intended to serve both the
institute trainer and the agency. They outline CEC*s insti-
tute policies and delineate responsibilities of CEC as well
as the institute trainer. The guidelines will assist insti-
tute trainers in their development of the content-specific
items (Section III) and inform them in advance of those
components of the institute which the agency will be assess-
ing (See letters 8, 9 and 10). It is the intention that ad-
herence to these guidelines will provide uniformity and
consistency in the development of all training institutes as
well as in the evaluation and assessment of institute pres-
entations .
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION OF DATA
The collection of data for this study was twofold;
1) to assess the effectiveness of the evaluation system
from the perspective of the evaluators (the participants),
the evaluated (the trainers) and the users of the evalua-
tion (the sponsoring agency) and 2) to retrieve information
to make a decision of effectiveness of professional training
programs by pilot testing the evaluation system. Although
the data collected regarding the specific institutes does
not directly relate to the purpose of this study, that being
the validation of an effective evaluation system, it is nec-
essary to review this data in order to determine its poten-
tial use, thus forming the basis for the effectiveness of
the evaluation system.
With this in mind, the presentation of data in this
chapter will be a summary of data from each instrument ad-
ministered to each of the four institutes. Specific data
detailing actual number of responses to each item is included
in Appendix H for Institutes Cl and C16 and Appendix L for
Institutes B15 and B18. In the case of Section III, the con-
tent-specific section of both the Pre-and Post-Training Ques-
tionnaires comparison of percentage of group responses will
be presented in graph form to demonstrate changes in skill,
knowledge, and attitude levels as a result of the training
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program. Further, data compiled from the Questionnaire Feed
back Form of both the participants and the trainers will be
reported.
Pre-Training Questionnaire Results
Institute Cl - Presented January 30-31, 1978
On January 15, 1978, the Pre-Training Questionnaire
was mailed to the 38 persons who had preregistered for this
institute. A 58% return by the requested January 25 dead-
line yielded 22 respondents.
Data reported in Section I, determining the profes*-
sional makeup of the group, indicated:
1. The following professional, positions
were represented:
Director of Special Education
Special Education Classroom Teacher
Special Education Resources Teacher
or Consultant
Psychologist
Counselor
Social Worker
Program Supervisor
Teacher Educator
In addition, there was a librarian/materials specialist, a
coordinator of special education, and a state regional coor-
dinator.
2. The majority of persons had worked in
their present position between 1 and
10 years, with more than half of this
group between 1 and 4 years.
3. The sizes of the geographical areas
served by each of the participants
represented from 5,000 to over 2
million, with greatest number of
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responses being between 5,000-15,000
and 100,001-500,000.
^ * Thirteen respondents indicated active
membership in the sponsoring agency,
while nine were non—members.
Section II - The following are representative of the
subjective responses in Section II, indicating reasons for
attendance and expectations of the training institute:
~ My advisor is one of the speakers
- To assist us with an upcoming con-
ference on helping parents communi-
cate with professionals
To help me maintain an open communi-
cation among my staff, the classroom
teachers in my building and myself
- Supervisor's selected me as a part
of the school district's delegation
to attend
At the suggestion of my superior
University supported my registration
fee - otherwise, could not have af-
forded it
At the suggestion of my component
director, who knows I'm interested
in learning as much as possible to
spread to our clients
- I wanted to attend
- Because of promotional and advertising
materials
The data compiled from Section III, the content-
specific section, is presented with comparison data in the
Post-Training Questionnaire. To summarize, this data indi-
cated:
1. No more than 14% of the group was "to a
considerable extent" familiar with any one
of the five items presented.
2. In one instance, 82% of the group respond-
ed correctly to a True/False statement.
The remainder of correct responses ranged
between 54% and 73%.
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3. On items assessing attitudes of agree-
ment or disagreement, the group re-
sponded between 14% and 27% to the de-
sired end of the continuum on the ma-
of the items.
institute C16 - Presented January 30-31, 1978
On January 15
, 1978, the Pre-Training Questionnaire
was mailed to the 4 8 persons who had preregistered for this
institute. A 35% return by the requested January 25 dead-
line yielded 17 respondents.
Data reported in Section I, determining the profes-
sional makeup of the group, indicated:
1. The following professional positions
were represented:
Director of Special Education
Principal Public School - Secondary
Principal/Director Private School
Speech
Program Supervisor
Teacher Educator
The majority of persons had worked in
their present position between 1 and 10
years, equally distributed between 1
and 4 and 5 and 10 years
The sizes of the geographical areas
served by each of the participants was
equally represented from 50,000 to
over 2 million
Twelve respondents indicated active mem-
bership in the sponsoring agency, while
five were non-members
Section II - The following are representative of
the subjective responses in Section II, indicating reasons
for attendance and expectations of the training institute:
- to improve the administrative-supervisory
program of my school
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to be able to provide better programs
to children
give me pragmatic tools to utilize on
the job
to learn techniques to help me to train
others
to learn what others are doing in special
education
to help me communicate with other admini”
strators in pursuading program change
to increase my leadership skills
because I was very happy with the insti-
tute I attended last year
The data compilded from Section III, the content-
specific section, is presented with comparison data in the
Post-Training Questionnaire. To summarize, the data indi-
cated:
1. No more than 29% of the group was "to a
considerable extent" familiar with any
one of the five items presented
2. Percentage of correct group responses to
the True/False items ranged from 53% to
88 %
3. Percentage of group responses indicating
the desired attitude of agreement or
disagreement ranged from 33% to 82% to
the five statements presented
Institute B15 - Presented May 29-30, 1978
On May 15, 1978, the Pre-Training Questionnaire
was mailed to the 30 persons who had preregistered for this
institute, A 70% return from persons who brought the com-
pleted questionnaire with them to the institute as requested,
yielded 21 respondents.
Data reported in Section I, determining the profes-
sional makeup of the group, indicated:
60
1. The following professional positions
were represented:
Special Education Classroom Teacher
Psychologist
Program Supervisor
Teacher Educator
In addition, physio-occupational therapist, pre-
school teacher and supervisors, and a graduate student were
preregistered.
Section II - The following are representative of the
subjective responses in Section II, indicating reasons for
attendance and expectations of the training institute:
it seemed to apply directly to the work
I do
“ to gain more information and techniques
to use with children in my program
- I feel CEC's institute information (from
feedback of those who previously attended)
is the most current and timely
- the institute deals specifically with the
knowledge and skills required in my cur-
rent position
- to learn about infant development and
developmental evaluation/assessment
to assist me in integrating developmental-
ly and physically handicapped children
school staff was granted funds to attend
to recharge my own energy and interest by
sharing ideas, concerns, problems, etc.,
with other people doing infant programs
to learn specific intervention techniques
advertising looked like an indepth study
instead of just theory or lightly touch-
ing on what could be done
The data compiled from Section III, the content-
specific section, is presented with comparison data in the
Post-Training Questionnaire. To summarize, the data indica-
ted:
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No more than 29% of the group was "to a con-
siderable extent" familiar with any of theSIX Items presented, with the exception ofItem E, which 48% of the group was "to a con-
siderable extent familiar" and 33% were
somewhat" familiar. The majority of thegroup was "somewhat" familiar with each item.
Institute B18 - Presented May 29-30, 1978
On May 18, 1978, the Pre-Training Questionnaire was
mailed to the 51 persons who had preregistered for this in-
stitute. A 63% return from persons who brought the com-
pleted questionnaire with them to the institute, as request-
ed, yielded 32 respondents.
Data reported in Section I
,
determining the profes-
sional makeup of the group, indicated:
1. The following professional positions
were represented:
Director of Special Education
Regular Classroom Teacher - Elementary
Special Education Classroom Teacher
Special Education Resource Teacher or
Consultant
Psychologist
Social Worker
Program Supervisor
In addition, one director of a preschool
program, three preschool teachers, and
a physical education teacher.
2. Eleven persons indicated active membership
in the sponsoring agency, while twenty-one
were non-members
.
Section II - The following are representative of the
subjective responses in Section II, indicating reasons for
attendance and expectations of the training institute.
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combination of content and location
school board asked me if I'd like to go
to learn alternative methods of manag-ing young children with behavior problems
” to integrate new ideas and techniques
into my program
“ heard that the CEC institutes are very
worthwhile
isarn techniques that will aid me in
getting children to express their feelings
to apply techniques accordingly to child's
stage of development
- to improve my teaching skills
I found previously attended CEC institutes
to be invaluable
” gain new knowledge I can use in my newjob
The data compiled from Section III, the content-,
specific section, is presented with comparison date in the
Post-Training Questionnaire. To summarize, this data in-
dicated:
The group was least familiar with item A;
the majority of the group felt considerably
familiar with item D; and the majority
of the group was somewhat familiar with
the remaining 3 items.
Interim Assessment Results
Institute Cl - 33 Respondents
Subjective responses to questions 1 and 2 indicated
18 persons requesting specific content items to be addressed
in the next half of the institute. Four concrete comments
were provided reflecting a desire for non-smoking area,
better use of specific examples and excercises to put forth
a point, the effective use of small groups, and the facilita-
tive contribution of the training manual.
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Responses to items 3, 4 and 5 wore as follows:
3. Pace of the institute
Too slow - 10
About right - 23
4. Extent of discussions
Too much - 3
About right - 30
5. Overall rating of the institute
Excellent - 11
Good - 19
Fair - 3
Institute C16 - 42 Respondents
Subjective responses to questions 1 and 2 indicated
24 persons requesting specific content items to be addressed
in the next half of the institute. The majority of these
responses related to the same topic area. Seven concrete
comments were provided reflecting the strength of the insti-
tute in terms of organization, its success in meeting stated
goals, a desire to expand the question time, and confusion
of directions for a particular activity.
Responses to items 3, 4, and 5 were as follows:
3. Pace of the institute
Too fast - 1
Too slow - 7
About right - 34
4. Extent of discussions
Too much - 5
Too little - 6
About right - 30
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5. Overall rating of the institute
Excellent
Good
Fair
13
24
5
Institute B15 - 29 Respondents
Subjective responses to questions 1 and 2 indicated
15 persons requesting specific content items to be addressed
in the next half of the institute. Fourteen persons offered
concrete comments reflecting a general concensus that the
quality of content and presentation was more satisfactorily
received in the morning session than in the afternoon session.
Responses to items 3, 4 and 5 were as follows:
3.
Pace of the institute
As 10 responses distinguished between
the a.m. and p.m. sessions, the data
is presented to reflect such.
A.M P.M. No Distinction •
Too fast
Too slow
About right 10
9
1
1
3
15
4.
Extent of discussions
Too much - 1
Too little - 5
About right - 21 ,
5.
Overall rating of the institute
Excellent
Good
Fair
6
19
4
Institute B18 - 35 Respondents
Subjective responses to questions 1 and 2 indicated
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22 persons requesting specific content items to be addressed
in the next half of the institute. The majority of these
responses requested greater discussion of specific techniques
to be used with specified categories of children and popula-
tions. Ten concrete comments were provided reflecting an
elementary level of presentation and difficulty in hearing
soft voices of presenters.
Responses to items 3, 4, and 5 were as follows:
3. Pace of the institute
Too slow - 13
About right - 19
4. Extent of discussion
Too little - 14
About right - 17
5. Overall rating of institute
Good - 17
Fair - 14
Poor - 1
Post-Training Questionnaire
Institute Cl - 33 Respondents
Data from Section I indicated the following profes-
sional group was represented, in addition to data of the Pre
Training Questionnaire:
Principal/Director Private School
Eighteen of the respondents were members of the sponsoring
agency, fourteen were non-members.
Section II, designed to assess presenters, materials
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format, and environment reflected the following:
1. Presenters - although the majority
i^ssponses indicate "no improve-
ment needed" for each of the trainers
on each of the items, the data does
weaknesses in the areas of manage-
ment skills, sensitivity to class
needs, and ability to motivate the
group.
2. Materials - Responses indicate satis-
faction with the effectiveness of the
printed materials in accompanying the
instruction and their potential use
to participants on-the-job. However,
data reflects that improvements could
be made in the use and presentation
of the audio-visual materials.
3. Format - The majority of the group
agreed with the length of the institute
and felt that the small group activi-
ties, individual activities, and lec-
ture presentation were all facilitative,
well organized, and well timed for
length.
4. Environment - The most significant dis-
agreement regarded the acoustical quali-
ties of the room.
5. General reactions indicated that 95% of
the group had their interests and concerns
met, were leaving with new skills to ap-
ply on-the-job, felt the promotional ma-
terial either adequately or very well re-
flected the content of the institute, and
would recommend this institute to a col-
league.
Figure 2 represents the subjective responses to the
questions in Section. II.
Section III - Figures 3, 4, and 5 indicate the
changes in the group's skill, knowledge, and attitude levels
by comparing percentage of group responses to each item to
the data of the Pre-Training Questionnaire which assessed
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STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES
Exchange of ideas
and information
and interaction
Informal presenta-
tions with injec-
tions of humor
Practicing the
skills discussed
Personality of
presenter
Materials and for-
mat of presenta-
tion applied to
job setting
Organization and
compilation of
materials
Rapport between
trainers
Small group ac-
tivities
Relaxed atmos-
phere
Knowledge, exper-
ience and teach-
ing techniques
of presenters
Be specific in dem-
onstrating appli-
cation
Pace too slow
Less paper-pencil
activities - more
modeling
Dwelling too long
on some activities
The P, PC, D tape
was distracting
Need more time for
such detail and
specificity
More time to prac-
tice skills
Present overview
at beginning of
what skills will
be covered
Talked down to the
group - sometimes
short on time
AREAS
NOT COVERED
Modeling good
communication
Role-play a "real"
problem
Team building
Dealing with peo-
ple in denial
and hostile reac-
tion phases
Responsibilities
of parents and
regular classroom
teaching
FIGURE 2. Subjective Responses to Section II,
Post-Training Questionnaire -
Institute Cl
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entry levels of skill, knowledge, and attitude. Of the
four stated goals of the institute. Goal D was most unsuc-
cessfully achieved, while Goals A and B were more success-
fully achieved.
Institute C16 - 34 Respondents
Data from Section I indicated the following profes-
sional groups represented, in addition to data of the Pre-
Training Questionnaire:
Principal Public School — Elementary
Special Education Resource Teacher or
Consultant
Psychologist
Twenty-four of the respondents were members of the sponsor-
ing agency, ten were non-members.
Section II data was reflective of that reported for
Institute Cl with the following exceptions:
~ Six persons felt the small group activi-
ties were not well timed for length
Five persons were dissatisfied with the
room set-up
Figure 6 represents the subjective responses to the
questions in Section II.
Section III - Figures 7, 8, and 9 indicate the
changes in the group's skill, knowledge, and attitude levels
by comparing percentage of group responses to each item to
the data of the Pre-Training Questionnaire which assessed en-
try levels of skill, knowledge and attitude. Of the five
stated goals of the institute, Goal E was least successfully
achieved and Goal A appears to have been the most successfully
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STRENGTHS
Presenters compe-
tencies and skills,
personalities
Information was ap-
plicable to all
areas and profes-
sions
Varied organization
and materials
Practical and usa-
ble information
Changing presenters
and variety of ac-
tivities
The way everyone
shared and worked
together
Participants were
actively involved
Small group activ-
ities
WEAKNESSES
Need more take-
home information
Too much "brain-
storming"
Use more A.V. ma-
terials
Provide more in-
formal time for
exchange
More application
of theory
Too slow pace
Not enough feed-
back to questions
Materials oriented
too much toward
business than to
education
Lack of dynamism
and motivation
from presenters
AREAS
NOT COVERED
How to affect
change in behavior
Decision-making
skills
Additional leader-
ship theories and
management strat-
egies
FIGURE 6. Subjective Responses to Section II,
PostrTraining Questionnaire -
Institute C16
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achieved goal.
Institute B15 - 25 Respondents
Data from Section I indicated the following profes-
sional group was represented, in addition to data of the Pre-
Training Questionnaire;
Principal/Director Private School
Twelve persons were members of the sponsoring agency, thir-
teen were not.
Section II data reported:
- General consensus that the environment,
format and materials were satisfactory
and helpful
“ reflected strengths of one trainer over
another
without exception, every respondent would
recommend the institute to a colleague
Figure 10 represents the subjective responses to the
questions in Section II.
Section III - Figures 11, 12, and 13 indicate the
changes in the group's skill, knowledge and attitude levels
by comparing percentage of group responses to each item to
the data of the Pre-Training Questionnaire which assessed en-
try levels of skills, knowledge and attitude of the five
stated goals, the most successfully achieved was F, while
Goals A & B were least successfully attained.
Institute B18 - 23 Respondents
Data from Section I indicated the following profes-
sional groups were represented in addition to data of the
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STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES AREAS
NOT COVERED
Presentation on
motor development
and movement
Institute
short for
presented
too
material
Mother-child bond-
ing
Variety of format
Presenters enthu-
siasm and knowledge
More audio-visual
presentations
Infant motivation
tasks
Home programs for
children
Demonstrations with
children Toilet trainingtechniques
Starting on time
Two trainers, rath-
er than one
Meeting group's
needs
Pre-speech and
language skills
Cognitive and
socio-emotional
development
Presentation on
parent group pro-
gramming
FIGURE 10. Subjective Responses to Section II,
Post-Training Questionnaire
Institute B15
001
asuods3^) dnoj^ jo aSejuaajaj
u-t
E
0)
4J
•» 3
c •
s*
E
0)
4J
H
asuodsay dnoj[) jO aSeiuaajaj
FIGURE
11.
Group
Change
in
Degree
of
Content
Familiarity
-
Institute
D15
100
4
'00
4
’00
79
FIGURE
12.
Group
Change
in
knowledge
and
Skill
Levels
-
Institute
B15
100
4
80
'r~
8 § oCO
+
o
ssuodsay dnojQ jO aSeiuaDJOj
asuodiay dnoj^ jO &Sbjupdj3J
-*
1
-
c.
®
c o
i s
i/i &
asuodsaji dnoj^ p aSpjuaajad
U
ro
asuodsay dnojQ jo a9eiuaaja<j
Xi
ro
g
(U
4JH
m
CQ
0)
4J
P
P
•H
4J
W
cH
I
0)
'O
pp
•H
4J
4J
<
c
•H
0)
Cr>
C
<0
x:
u
04
P
0
p
u
ro
r-t
w
Pi
D
OH
Ex4
+
o9
81
Pre-Training Questionnaire:
State Department Personnel
Counselor
Teacher Educator
Ten persons were members of the sponsoring agency, thirteen
were not.
Section II data reported:
Some improvement was needed in almost all
of the 10 aspects of trainer effectiveness
for all trainers
the group was satisfactorily pleased with
the printed and audio-visual materials
but did not feel they "very definitely"
enhanced the training process
there was general concensus that the length
of the institute was about right and that
activities and lecture presentations were
facilitative
,
well organized and well timed
for length
the promotional material only adequately
reflected the nature of the program and
its content and objectives
all but three persons would recommend the
program to a colleague
Figure 14 represents the subjective responses to the
questions in Section II,
Section III - Figures 15, 16, and 17 indicate the
changes in the group's skill, knowledge and attitude levels
by comparing percentage of group responses to each item to
the data of the Pre-Training Questionnaire which assessed
the entry levels of skills, knowledge and attitudes. The
majority of the group felt that each of the two stated goals
were successfully achieved.
Delayed Post-Training Questionnaire
On April 30, 1978, the Delayed Post-Training
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STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES AREAS
NOT COVERED
Small group activ-
ities
Organization
Personality and
knowledge of pres-
entation
Inter-disciplinary
approach
Practical input of
presenters
Video-presentation
Team Approach
Repetitive and ele-
mentary level of
presentation
No introduction of
the group
No roleplaying
Too much time spent
on development of
normal child
Presenters and ma-
terials did not
respond to indi-
vidual needs
No overview of the
institute
Presented only one
technique, rather
than variety of
alternative
methods
Handling severe
"acting out"
behaviors
Wider age range
Family involve-
ment
Address physical-
ly handicapped
and emotionally
disturbed
Methods dealing
with severely
and trainable
mentally retarded
Applying model to
music and move-
ment
FIGURE 14. Subjective Responses to Section II,
Post-Training Questionnaire
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Questionnaire was mailed oo all 86 persons who had pre-
registered to attend the two institutes of Pilot Test A
(see letter 4). The requested return date was May 29. Per-
centage of returned questionnaires was most dismaying. Of
the 38 preregistrants of Institute Cl, 9 persons returned
the questionnaire and of the 48 preregistrants of Institute
C16, 12 persons returned the questionnaire.
Specific number and percentage of responses to each
item are detailed in Appendix H and L respectively. A sum-
mary of the data would indicate the following:
Institute Cl
A majority of persons are applying skills
gained at the training program only "to
some extent" . 22% of the responses indi-
cated "not at all".
The responses were evenly divided regard-
ing the usefulness of the printed materi-
als to the job setting.
44% of the respondents felt their job per-
formance had been enhanced "a considerable
extent"
,
while 22% felt it was not at all
enhanced as a result of the program.
Regarding impact on the field, the group
was evenly divided among the ratings from
"not at all" to "substantially".
Institute C16
All respondents indicated that they were
applying skills gained at the progrcim ei-
ther to some or to a considerable extent.
- The majority of respondents felt their
job performance had been enhanced only "to
some extent"
.
- Regarding impact on the field, all but one
response indicated ratings closer to "not
at all".
This data reflects a satisfactory, yet not extremely
positive assessment of the applicability of new knowledge and
87
skills gained as a result of the training program.
An extensive degree of knowledge retention was evi-
dent from the subjective responses to the questions in Sec-
tion II.
The Delayed Post-Training Questionnaire will be
mailed to the 81 preregistrants of the institutes in Pilot
Test B on August 30, three months after completion of the
institute they attended.
Questionnaire Feedback Form
The objective of this form was to assess the effec-
tiveness of the evaluation system from the respondent's per-
spective regarding reactions, time required, ambiguity, and
procedures of administration. In addition, another Feedback
Form was sent to each of the trainers to assess, from their
perspective, the utility of the data from each of the instru
ments in assisting them in improving the quality of the
training program.
On February 15, 1978, two weeks after completion of
Pilot Test A, a Questionnaire Feedback Form was mailed to
the 86 persons who had preregistered for the two institutes
of this pilot test with a requested return date of March 21.
A Feedback Form was also sent to the two trainers of these
institutes. A 44% return from participants yielded 38 re-
sponses.
From the compiled data, of the participants, the
following results are reported:
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1. Persons did not receive a(n)
Pre-Training Questionnaire - 7
b. Interim Assessment
- lo
c. Post-Training Questionnaire - 3
2. Reactions to receiving the
a. Pre-Training Questionnaire
Pleased to receive it and complete it - 18
Disturbed from my work
- 2
Pleased to receive it, but annoyed
to complete it
_ iq
b. Interim Assessment
Pleased that the trainer was assessing
group needs
_ 25
Annoyed with being asked to complete
another form
- i
3. Length of time to complete the
a. Pre-Training Questionnaire
less than 10 minutes - 9
10-20 minutes - 17
20-30 minutes - 2
more than 30 minutes - 1
b. Post-Training Questionnaire
less than 10 minutes - 14
10-20 minutes - 17
20-30 minutes - 3
4.
Reaction to receiving directions and message
on cassette tape rather than printed memo
intrigued and would have played tape
at earliest convenience - 9
intrigued, but frustrated because I
do not have access to a cassette
tape player - 1
creative and clever “ 4
would have answered questionnaire
without taking time to listen to
tape 7
89
bothered and would have ignored tape
and questionnaire
_ 4
gircnicky and wasteful
- 15
5. Reaction to changing format of questions
helpful and pleasing
_
confusing
_
prefer consistency
_ 3
6 . Clarity of directions in
a. Pre-Training Questionnaire
yes - 29
» no - 0
b. Post-Training Questionnaire
yes - 33
no - 1
7. Ambiguity or confusion in questions in
a. Pre-Training Questionnaire
yes - 3
no - 28
b. Post-Training Questionnaire
yes - 4
no - 31
8 . Effect of Interim Assessment on trainers
presentations
influence apparent - 19
no influence apparent - 3
9. Additional suggestions and comments
-
** print on both sides of paper
- share results of Questionnaires
with respondents
- good questionnaire - allowed me
to express the value of the
institute
- ask respondents what areas of interest
night be covered
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thanks for a good example of pre-
and post-questionnaires which I
may use in appraising my own work-
shops
lengthy questionnaires are not taken
seriously
I'm tired of filling out questionnaires
I hope the results of these efforts
will be available to me
I hope you receive helpful information -
Ir too, am interested in better evalua—
tion designs which will help improve
presentations
Questionnaires too lengthy and worded
in rambling fashion — Suggest index
cards and very brief statements
required intense thinking - difficult
sfter two full days of input
I felt uncomfortable rating each of the
presenters on so many aspects
have questionnaire available while evalu-
ating it
Feedback from the trainers regarding utility of the
data in assisting them to improve the content and presenta-
tions of the program reflected the following:
1. Data from the Pre-Training Questionnaire
provides useful information in assessing
entry levels of the group, the professional
makeup and expectations and objectives of
the program. This information should be
received one week prior to the scheauled
program.
2. The Interim Assessment is of desirable
length and retrieves relevant data to
assist the trainer in a formative assess-
ment of the program and providing direc-
tion for the second half.
3. Section III of the Pre-Training Question-
naire serves the participant as a sensiti-
zation tool in providing an awareness of
specific content to be addressed. The items
also give people a sense of movement
through the program.
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4. Comparison results of data from Section
III of both the pre and Post indicate
which aspects require greater attentionin the presentations.
5. The subjective responses of the Post-
Training Questionnaire were particular-
ly useful in highlighting the specific
strengths and weaknesses of the program.
Perhaps these questions could be placed
in the beginning of Section II while
respondents are more alert and attentive
to the questionnaires.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
In the previous chapter
, the presentation of data
indicated information which was retrieved from the admini-
stration of the instruments developed in the evaluation
system. This chapter will discuss the various applications
of this data to serve management, decision-making and ac-
countability purposes of the organization and the trainer.
The chapter will further discuss the future potential utili-
zation of this evaluation system in alternative settings
and will conclude with suggestions for future research and
directions.
Application of Data
To make a determination of the effectiveness of the
evaluation system, it is necessary to assess the utility of
the data it provides. The system was designed to serve the
sponsoring agency as an evaluative mechanism to decide whe-
ther to modify, continue or terminate the program and the
trainer as a diagnostic aid to improve the presentations and
the training to most effectively meet the needs of the par-
«
ticipants. The following discussion will present an appli-
cation of the evaluation system in serving both the above
0
mentioned purposes.
For an agency sponsoring professional training pro-
grams, the evaluation system may serve as a management
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system in addition to its evaluative function. Decisions
to improve, maintain or terminate the program may be based
on the following aspects:
1. adequacy of promotional materials
2. need for topic and content
3. effectiveness of trainers and materials
4. degree of change as a result of the
program
5. anticipated and unanticipated outcomes
and achievement of goals
6. cost-effectiveness
7. impact on the field at large
8. growth and expansion of the agency
Adequacy of Promotional Materials
From the Pre—Training Questionnaire, the agency is
able to determine the types of professionals who were at-
tracted to the program and correlate this to the indicated
target audience for whom the program was primarily designed.
Data also reflects geographical areas represented which may
indicate where the promotion made its greatest impact, which
areas consider this topic a priority and need, and assist
with a decision of where to hold replicated programs. In
addition, the information indicates percentage of members
who support this program as well as which non-member groups
are receiving the promotional material.
Data from the Post-Training Questionnaire reflects
m
the degree to which participants expectations were met. These
expectations were derived on the basis of the promotional
material which encouraged them to attend.
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Need for Topic and Content
The Pre-Training Questionnaire may well serve' the
agency as a needs assessment, solely on the basis of pre-
registration figures. Also, professional positions and
geographical areas represented may determine target audi-
ences and populations. Additional content area needs may
be assessed from the Interim Assessment and Post-Training
Questionnaire by the items which address additional topics
to be covered in follow-up sessions. It is strongly sug-
gested, however, that this evaluation system serve only as
supplementary data in a more structured and formalized
needs assessment procedure.
Effectiveness of Trainers and Materials
The Post-Training Questionnaire rates each trainer
on ten aspects of competencies and skills. As this study
utilized solely the perceptions of the program participants
in these ratings, it is recommended that additional evalua-
tors observe the program and rate the trainers. From this
assessment, the agency is able to determine strengths and
weaknesses of an individual trainer and also make comparisons
among trainers of a given program. Both printed and audio-
visual materials and media are likewise assessed according
to their effectiveness in enhancing the training presenta-
tions and instruction, and thus, their usefulness in facili-
tating achievement of program goals.
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In addition, the open-ended questions provide sub-
jective responses regarding strengths and weaknesses of the
program. This data serves a formative evaluation process
by helping the trainer and the agency to build on the
strengths and improve the weaknesses.
Degree of Change as a Result of the Program
Data comparisons of Section III of the Pre- and Post-
Training Questionnaire assess the degree of skill, knowledge
and attitudinal change of the group as a result of the train-
ing. Based on this data, the agency can determine the effec-
hiveness of the training program regarding immediate observ-
able changes demonstrated by objective, behavioral data. In
addition, subjective responses indicate further outcomes of
the program which may not have been anticipated in its ini-
tial design. The Delayed Post-Training Questionnaire assesses
degree of change in on-the-job performance after a three
month period following the training and also assess the re-
spondent's perspective of the impact of the training on his
contribution to the professional field.
Anticipated and Unanticipated Outcomes and Achievement of Goals
The Post-Training Questionnaire enumerates the goals
of the training program as stated in promotional literature
and by the trainer at the outset of the program. Data indi-
cates participants' ratings of the degree of achievement of
each goal. From the pilot tests in this study, the evaluation
9G
system indicated unanticipated outcomes such as partici-
pants improved self-perception and confidence through in-
teraction and sharing among fellow colleagues in the train-
ing program.
Cost-Effectiveness
From data reflecting number of members and nonmem-
bers who attended the program, calculations, based on regis-
tration fees, determines actual revenue generated by the
Be deducting direct and indirect expenses incur-
red in the development and presentation of the program, the
agency is able to derive a profit income generated by the
program. The profitability of future programs is to a large
extent governed by reactions and assessments of the partici-
pants.
Impact on the Field at Large
An ultimate goal of a professional training program
is to create positive change and impact on the services or
productivity to the respective professional field. The De-
layed Post-Training Questionnaire addresses this aspect by
assessing the degree of impact as perceived by the partici-
pant himself.
^
Inasmuch as this assessment is limiting, it
is recommended that the evaluation be supplemented with
additional instruments to monitor specific impact as well
as to assess the degree of impact from perceptions of the
participants colleagues and those who are recipients of
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his/her services.
Growth and Expansion of the Agency
Based on data affecting decisions and assessments
previously discussed, the agency is able to determine future
directions for expansion and growth. If the training is ef-
fective, the agency will witness increased productivity and
enhanced job performance. If the training is ineffective,
an analysis of the data retrieved from the evaluation system
will reflect the areas of weakness.
In order to improve the quality and effectiveness
of both content and delivery to best serve the needs of the
training group, the trainer finds it necessary to assess the
following aspects:
1. Entry levels
2. Professional responsibilities
3. Effectiveness of audio-visual
and printed materials
4. Training skills
5. Reactions
6 . Learning
7. Changes in behavior
8. Achievement of goals
Entry Levels
The trainer has the opportunity to incorporate into
the Pre-Training Questionnaire those items for which he would
like to assess skill, knowledge and attitudinal entry levels.
Items determining extent of familiarity are designed to ad-
dress skill levels, true-false items address knowledge, and
extent of agreement or disagreement indicate attitude of the
respondent. The Pre-Training Questionnaire also retrieves
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data regarding professional and educational experience.
Professional Responsibilities
From data of Section I of the Pre-Training Question-
naire, the trainer is able to discern the professional make-
up of the group with regard to professional position, re-
sponsibilities, length of time in position, and target group
served. This information is helpful to the trainer in modi-
fying the content of the program to meet the indicated needs
of the group.
Effectiveness of audio-visual and Printed Materials
All materials should be developed and designed to
accompany instruction and presentations and thus, enhance
the learning process. The degree to which this is achieved
is measured in Section II of the Post-Training Questionnaire
Training Skills
Section II of the Post-Training Questionnaire enumer
ates the skills and competencies of a trainer. Based on
ratings to each of these aspects, the trainer is able to de-
termine where improvement is needed.
Reactions
«
The Interim Assessment provides an opportunity to
judge group's reactions to the program at an early stage,
while the program is still on-going and modifications are
able to be made. A summative assessment of group reaction
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is also retrieved from responses on the Post-Training
Questionnaire, particularly Section II. E.
Learning
Previously learning has been defined as the "achieve-
ment of new knowledge, skills and attitudes to improve behav-
ior". By comparing operant levels on the Post-Training
Questionnaire to entry levels on the Pre-Training Question-
naire, an assessment of the degree of learning may be ascer-
tained. Items in Section II of these instruments assess de-
gree of content familiarity, extent of knowledge and skills,
and attitudes toward the topic area. The data reflects the
group's changes to each of these items as a result of the
training program.
Changes in Behavior
The Delayed Post-Training Questionnaire was designed
to measure the retention of knowledge and skills gained at
the training program and the extent of their applicability
to on-the-job performance. Responses to this instrument in-
dicate changes in behavior as perceived by the respondent
himself.
Achievement of Goals
Section III of the Post-Training Questionnaire reit-
erates the goals of the training program as stated in promo-
tional literature and at the outset of the program. Partici-
pants assess the degree to which they feel each goal was
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achieved. In addition, comparison data on the items re-
peated from the Pro-Training Questionnaire reflect the ex-
tent to which new knowledge, skills and attitudes were ac-
quired. Based on this data, the trainer is able to make
decisions regarding modification and improvement of the
training presentations to strengthen achievement of goals
which were not satisfactorily met.
Potential Utility and Durability of the Evaluation System
The purpose and goal of training is intrinsically a
transfer of knowledge to improve job performance, skill de-
velopment, and enhanced productivity. Regardless of the
scope, .design, format and goal of a particular training ef-
fort, it remains incumbent upon the sponsoring agency to
assess, both quantitatively and qualitatively, the degree to
which the transfer is effective. This evaluation system,
with minor modifications, provides a universal application
to any professional training program in the fields of
business, industry, government, or education.
In order to establish durability, this system offers
a simplistic and perpetually valid design for conversion of
instruments to computer application to facilitate retrieval of
data. As the realm and need for training continues to expand,
the necessity for sound evaluation procedures will likewise
increase in importance to meet the needs of accountability,
decision-making and change processes. Regardless of the
101
anticipated growth of training designs affected by advancing
educational technology, this evaluation system and process
appears to be valid in maintaining a comprehensive evaluative
approach for measuring change and acquisition of new know-
l0dge
, skills and attitudes.
Suggestions for Future Research and Directions
The results of this study and an analysis of data
lend strong support for the following directions for future
research and developments of the evaluation system.
1. Replicate administration of the system in
a variety of disciplines i.e., business,
industry, government, military
2. Design a comparable accompanying instru-
ment to assess change from perspectives
of trainee's superiors, subordinates and
peers
3. Modify design of instrument for computer
application
4. Incorporate evaluation system as an inte-
gral part of the training program to re-
inforce and insure retrieval of Delayed
Post-Training Questionnaires
5. Develop a comprehensive reporting mechan-
ism for communicating findings and analy-
sis of data to trainers, agency and par-
ticipants.
6. Supplement the evaluation system with in-
formal feedback and random interviewing
of participants
10 ?
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CEC Training Institute - Cl
Personal/Professional Communication Skills for lEP Personnel
Overview
The development and implementation of lEP's requires considerabel verbal
communication between professional educators and parents of exceptional chil-
dren. Consequently, professional communication skills represent important
variables to the success of the lEP.
Personal and professional attitudes, basic values, and differences in
role expectations are among the barriers to effective communication . Though
these barriers cannot be eliminated they can be minimized or circumvented
through the use of certain communication skills. This institute will deal
with the identification of barriers to personal/professional communication and
specific skills for improving communication will be explained and practiced. The
institute involves interactive activities to allow participants ample opportun-
ities for discussion and practice of skills.
Objectives
At the conclustion of the institute participants will be able to identify and
describe personal frames of reference, variables that may be barriers to effective
verbal communication; name and describe specific skills necessary for effective
communication; use the communication skills taught at the institute in simulated
situations; and develop and describe a strategy for practicing communication skills
in their own professional settings.
Target Audience
Learning disability teachers, regular classroom teachers, administrators,
counselors, directors of special education, school psychologists, parents.
iro
Training Institute - C16
Developing Your Leadership Skills : A Situational Approach to Managing
Change and Improving Performance of People
Overview
You have undoubtedly heard "leaders are born, not made, " "Treating everyone
the same is best," "There is one best style of leadership". Leaders in the
field of organizational behavior have demonstrated that these old assumptions
need to be replaced. This institute has been developed for leaders in the
field of special education who are facing new leadership challenges related to
implementing our new public laws. The practical approach of this institute
will help to increase your leadership ability, making you more effective in
working with your people. The workshop begins by presenting and integrating
the key behavioral science concepts and series that leaders need to know.
The second aspect gives the participant an opportunity to practice and apply
these concepts. Finally, the program concentrates on "take home value" and
suggests what participants can do tomorrow if they want to begin to use
what they have learned. The fundamental approach of this institute will
demonstrate that there is no one best style of leadership. As an effective
leader you will learn how to diagnose the leadership needs of complex
situations and select the appropriate leader behavior from your personal
style range. You will be taught how to adapt your behavior to meet the
precise needs of situations which you experience in your own work. Utilizing
case studies, small group interactions, and performance diagnosis, you will
understand and refine your leadership styles and become a more effective
leader.
Objectives
111
To review your own leadership style and behavior; analyze the effects
of your leadership actions on the feeling and performance of others; develop
the use of Situational Leadership Theory in analyzing your "people"
problems; learn to better manage your people's performance in a variety
of changing situations; develop a personal action plan for increasing your
leader effectiveness.
Target Audience
Special education administrators, supervisors, individuals with
leadership responsibilities.
112
Training Institute - B15
Comprehensive Programming for Handicapped Infants and Tn.'diers Ages Birth
to Three Years
Overview
Workshop emphasis on skill development will include demonstrations with
babies. Course highlights will be interdisciplinary assessment and intervention
strategies, an overview of existing service delivery models, program options
homebound and/or classroom, funding and public awareness, individual program
planning, speech and language home programs, motor therapy home programs, and
developing parent groups and determining the role of family as primary programmer.
Objecti ves
To acquire an overview of existing delivery systems for infants, to acquire
basic information necessary to establish services for infants, to gain insight
into diagnostic and evaluation procedures, to learn remedial techniques used
in pre-speech and language and early motor development, to learn general
strategies for the delivery of programs to the homebound 0-3 age child, to
gain knowledge and insight to the stages of grief common to all parents of
handicapped children.
Target Audience
Child development workers, speech pathologists, infant teachers, occupational
and physical therapists, paraprofessionals in early intervention field.
113
Training Institute - B18
Strategies for Managing Seve,-e Problem Behavior While Fosterinn Emotional r,rnu,th
Overview
Institute will develop working use of 13 basic management techniques
designed to foster productive behavior and emotional growth in pre-school
children with severe problem behaviors. Participants will learn strategies
for adapting basic techniques to issues such as: disorganized and hyperactive
behavior; clinging, fearful behavior; self-stimulating, perserverati ve, and
other non-productive activities; the child who is "out of touch," will not
talk, or does not participate.
Objecti ves
To make use of techniques to teach children means of expressing feelings,
socializing successfully, responding to adults; to adapt techniques to
child's stage of development to manage behavior and select appropriate
re in forcers.
Target Audience
Persons having prior experience teaching children with severe emotional
or behavior problems, supervisors and consultants to early childhood
programs, college instructors.
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Please complete all Sections I, II, and III and return to CEC in the enclosed
stamped envelope by
SECTION I
The information obtained in this section will help determine the makeup of the
institute group and thus assist the trainer in preparation prior to the training
program.
1. Which choice below most accurately describes your position?
1 .
2 .
^3 .
A.
5.
6 .
7.
9.
2. How
Less than 1 year
1-4 years
4-10 years
over 10 years
3.
How would you describe the facility in which you work?
1. Public School - Elem. 8. Emotionally Disturbed
2. Public School - Second. 9. Mentally Retarded
3. Preschool /Nursery School 10 . Physically Handicapped
4. Public Supported Residential 11. Speech Impaired
5. Private Residential 12. Hearing Impaired
6. College or University 13. Visually Impaired
7. State Department 14. Learning Disabled
4.
What is the size of the population of the geographical area which your
facility serves?
1
.
5,000 - 15,000 5. 100,001 - 500,000
2. 15,001 - 25,000 6. 500,001
- 1 million
3. 25,001 - 50,000 7. 1 million
- 2 million
4. 50,001 - 100,000 8. over 2 million
5.
Are you a CEC member?
1 . Yes
2. No
Director of Special Education 10.
Principal Public School - Elem. 11.
Principal Public School - Second. 1 2.
Principal/Director Private School 1 3.
Superintendent or Assistant Sup't. 1 4.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Elem. 1 5.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Second. 1 6.
Special Education Classroom Teacher 1 7.
Special Education Resource Teacher 1 8.
or Consultant
long have you been in your present position?
State Department Personnel
Speech
Psychologist
Counselor
Social Worker
Program Supervisor
Teacher Educator
Parent
Other, Please specify
116
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6.
How would you describe your current job responsibilities?
7.
Please indicate your previous professional experience, indicating type of
facility, age and disability of population, and job responsibilities.8.
Below are listed 5 levels of post secondary school education. Next to the
degrees which apply to you, please indicate the year you completed your
studies and the field of concentration.
Level Year Completed Field of Concentration
Bachelors
Masters
Certificate of Advanced
Graduate Study
I Doctorate
i
I
Post Doctorate
' Other, please specify
I
1
1
1
PRE
-QUESTIONNAIRE
C 1
Page 3
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SECTION II
Responses to the following questions will assist CEC inthe accuracy of promotional material and help trainersindicated priority issues of the group.
assessing
to highlight
1.
VJhy did you prerecister for this institute?
2.
VJhat are your specific objectives of this institute?
3
.
In what ways do you expect the institute will help you in your
current position?
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 4 ns
SECTION III
The following items are designed to assess the effectiveness of the
institute you will be attending in attaining its stated goals.
The intention is to obtain comparison data between pre and post
questionnaires and in no way to grade respondents individually.
1. To what extent are you familiar with the following items?
A.
Not At All Somewhat
B.
C.
D.
E.
2. Are the following statements true or false?
True False
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
To a con
siderabl
Extent
non'
t
Know
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE 119
Page 5
3. To what exti'nt do you agree
statements?
Please ra :e according to
a. strongly
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly
or disagree with the following
the following scale;
agree
disagree
A.
a. b. c. d. e.
B.
C.
D.
E.
Thank you for your cooperation.
APPENDIX- C
Interim Assessment
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Interim Assessment
Your responses to the following items will be most helpful to the institute
trainer (s) in gearing the second day of this institute to address your
specific needs. Thank you for your cooperation.
1. What issues have not as yet been addressed which you hope will be in
the next sessions?
2. What questions do you have regarding today's presentations which you
would like to have answered tomorrow?
3. How would you rate the pace of the institute?
a. Too fast b. Too slow c. About right
4. How would you rate the extent of discussions?
a. Too much
_____
Too little c. About right
5. Overall, how would you rate the
institute?
a. Excellent b. Good c. Fair
d
.
Poor
6 . Please add any additional comments.
appendix d
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CEC POST-TRAINING INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE 123
your na.me a.t the 6nd of this form is optioua.1,
to the follov’ing questions.
but do give us your unreserved reactions
SECTION I
1 . Which institute did you attend?
Code #
Title ^
Trainer (s)
Date
Location
2. Which choice belov most accurately describes your position?
1. Director of Special Education 10. State Department Personnel
2. Principal Public School - Elem. 11. Speech
3. Principal Public School - Second. 12. Psychologist
4. Principal /Director Private School 13. Counselor
5. Superintendent or Assistant Sup't. 14. Social Worker
6. Regular Classroom Teacher - Elem. 15. Program Supervisor
7. Regular Classroom Teacher - Second. 16. Teacher Educator
8. Special Education Classroom Teacher 17. Parent
9. Special Education Resource Teacher 18. Other, please specify
or Consultant
Hov’ long have you been in your present position?
1. Less than 1 year
2. 1-4 years
3. 4-10 years
4. over 10 years
Hov’ vould you describe the facility in which you work?
1. Public School - Elem. 8. Emotionally Disturbed
2. Public School - Second. 9. Mentally Retarded
3. Preschool/Nursery School 10. Physically Handicapped
4. Public Supported Residential 11. Speech Impaired
5. Private Residential 12. Hearing Impaired
6. College or University ^13. Visually Impaired
7. State Department 14. Learning Disabled
What is the size of the population of the geographical area which your facility serves ?
1. 5,000 - 15,000 5. 100,001 - 500,000
2. 15,001 - 25,000 6. 500,001 - 1 million
3. 25,001 - 50,000 7. 1 million - 2 million
4. 50,001 - 100,000 8. over 2 million
POST questionnaire Page 2
6.
Are you a CEO member?
1. Yes
2.
No
SECTION n
This section vill assess four major aspects of the institute; presenters, materials, format
and environment. The fifth subsection addresses general items relevant to the overall
functioning of the institute.
A. Presenters
Hov vould you rate each of the presenters with respect to the following attributes?
Please circle the number you feel is most appropriate according to the following scales
a. no improvement needed
b. some improvement needed
c. substantial improvement needed
1. ability to motivate participants
2. degree of preparation
3. knov'ledge of content
4. management skills of the class
5. responsiveness to questions
6. sensitivity to class needs
7. lack of annoying personal mannerisms
8. ability to stay on-task
9. degree of organization
10.
degree of interpersonal skills
name
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
name
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
a b c
name
a b
a b
a b
a b
a b
a b
a b
a b
a b
a b
POST questionnaire
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,B. Materials
Pago 3
I
l. Did the audio-visual materials enhance the learning process ?
a. yes, very definitely
b. yes, somevhat
c. no, please explain^
effectively accompany the presentation and
yes, very definitely
b. yes, somev'hat
c. no, please explain
3. Do reference and resource materials appear to be helpful to you in your home setting?
a. yes, very definitely
b. yes, somevhat
c. no, please explain
Format
no
no
1. How would you judge the length of the institute?
a. Too long b. Too short
2. Small group activities (if applicable) were
a. facilitative yes
b. V ell organized yes
c. v eil timed for length yes no
3. Activities completed individually (if applicable) were
a. facilitative yes
b. v eil organized yes
c. v eil timed for length yes
4. Lecture presentations were
no
no
no
c. About right
a. facilitative yes no
b. V ell organized yes no
c. V ell timed for length yes no
POST questionnaire
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D. Environment
1. The room set-up vas facilitative in accomplishing institute goals and enhancing
interaction. ^
a, agree disagree
2. There vere no accoustical problems.
a. agree disagree
3. The room vas clean and orderly.
^S^ee disagree
4. This V as a good facility for a CEC institute.
group
a. agree b. disagree
E. Generally.
. ,
1. Hov veil did the institute meet your ov-n interest and areas of concern?
a. very veil
b. adequately
• c. poorly, please explain
_
2. Are you leaving the institute v ith nev skills and practical recommendations which will
assist you in your own w'ork?
a. yes, very definitely
b. yes, somewhat
c. no, please explain
3. To vhat degree did the title and overview in preregistration publicity adequately reflect
the actual content and activities of this particular institute?
a. very well
b. adequately
c. poorly, please explain
4. Would you recommend this institute to your colleagues or other persons working in this field?
a. yes
b. no
POST questionnaire 127 Page 5
5.
What did you like best of all about the institute?
I
6.
Please list things you would like to see changed or done differently if the institute
were offered again.
7.
What do you consider to be the major strengths of the institute?
8.
What do you consider to be the major weaknesses of the institute?
9.
List specific areas of interests not covered in this institute which you would like to
see addressed in a follow-up institute?
10.
Please add any additional comments about the institute and the General Session.
POST questionnaire
Page 6
[SECTION ni
“• ^our
.sponse
)to v-hich nev knov ledge and information was tran^smUted!^
1. Listed below are the goals of the institute as defined by the institute trainer ^st P1p«,«a
Indict : o" was’^successfuun“‘ng ealL^^:,l , ate y ur ansver to each goals by circUng the number corresponding to youriLf^r.
A.
IB.
C.
D.
E.
1 very successful 2 = successful 3 = somewhat successful 4 = unsuccessful
Goal
Very Somewhat
Successful Successful Successful
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
Unsuccess'
ful
4
4
4
4
4
1
.
To what extent are you familiar with the following items?
Not At All Somewhat
To A
Cons ida- able
Extent
POST QUESTIONNAIRE 129 Page 7
3 . Are the follov ing statements true or false?
True False
Don't
Knov
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
4. To vhat extent do you agree or disagree
vith the following statements?
Please rate according to the follov ing scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
POST QUESTIONNAIRE
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Page 8
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
Thank you for your cooperation.
APPENDIX E
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Institute Code Cl
6
Date of Institute January 30^1. 1978
Location of Institute Albuquerque, NM
The effectiveness of CEC training institutes is determined in part by the
ong-range impact of the training upon the participants' skills, knowledge
and attitudes. Your responses to the following items will help to assess
the degree to which the institute materials and training are applicable toyour working environment. Your feedback will also help modify and improve
the quality of future replications of the institute.
Please complete this questionnaire and return it in the enclosed, stamped
addressed envelope by May 29
, 1978
SECTION I
Listed below are five aspects of your training experience. Please indicate
your answer to each item by circling the number corresponding to your answer.
A. To what extent are you currently applying in your work skills which you
gained as a result of the CEC institute?
1. To a great extent
2. To a considerable extent
3. To some extent
4. Not at all
B. To what extent did the institute provide you with new skills and prac-
tical recommendations which are now assisting you in your own work?
1. To a great extent
2. To a considerable extent
3. To some extent
4. Not at all
C. Please rate the usefulness to you in your own work of the materials
distributed at the institute and included in the institute manual.
Maximum Minimum
1 2 3 4 5
D. To what extent do you feel that your job performance has been enhanced
as a result of your participation in the CEC institute?
1. To a great extent
2. To a considerable extent
3. To some extent
4. Not at all
E. Please rate the degree to which you feel your institute participation
has made an impact on the delivery of education programs to exceptional
children.
Substantially
1 2 3 4
Not at all
5
DELAYED POST-TRAINING QUESTIONNAIRE
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SECTION II
A. What new skills did you gain as a result of your institute participation?
B. How are you applying these new skills in your work?
C. How has your CEC training experience at this institute helped to enhance
your own job performance?
D. What additional skills and information would you have liked to have gained
at the institute relevant to this specific topic?
APPENDIX F
Pilot Test A - Pre-Training Questionnaire
Section III
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 4
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SECTION III
The following items are designed to assess the effectiveness of the
institute you will be attending in attaining its stated goals.
The intention is to obtain comparison data betv/een pre and post
questionnaires and in no way to grade respondents individually.
1 , To what extent are you familiar with the following items?
Not At All Somewhat E
To a cc
sideral
xter.c
Specific counseling techniques associated
“ with active listening such as paraphrasing,
perception checks and description of feelings.
B.
Different approaches to "questioning" which
may facilitate communication.
Approaches which may determine underlying theme
that may interfere w/ professional communication.
Specific techniques for raising awareness levels
of prof, educators re the importance of communica,
Objective means for assessing attitudes toward ~
mainstreaming and least restrictive alternatives.
2. Axe the following statements true or false?
C.
D.
E.
True False
Don ’ t
Knov;
^
Restating exactly what another person has said in
his/her ot-m words is a good way of being sure you
understand the content of the other person's message.
g Perception checks can provide the listener with important
‘effective information.
Being direct in a professional manner about your own
'^•feelings (anger, sadness, frustration) is likely to
create communication barriers.
^•Leading questions tend to restrict communication,
whereas open questions tend to facilitate communica-
tion.
Inference and observation are the same because they
^t)Oth rely on perception.
PRE
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sta'tements?^^^
agree or disagree with the following
Please rate according to the following scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
a. c.
Group decisions a
^ _
children wll be wore appropriate than decisions
made, bn individuals.
d.
B.
..channels of ^^omimmlcaJLion
with regular educators is mainly the
i:SSDOnsibllitu of., special edun^t-nr^.
c Cammum cation skills are .sn mnnh a pari- nf
a person's personality they cannot be
improved significant! y,
^
• For , the person, involved in mainstreaming
exceptional children
^ knowing about appropriate
knowing how to communicate effectively^
I. have a good nrasp of mu oun attitude.^ and
values, particularly regarding professional
F. The skills of paraphrasing
,
perception check,
description of feelings , and questioning are
used frequently by good communicators.
G. I feel that I communicate effectively in my
professional role.
H, I clearly understand the distinction
between facilitative and non-facilitative
communication
.
Thank you for your cooperation
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SECTION III
The following items are designed to assess the effectiveness of theinstitute yOu will be attending in attaining its stated goals.
The intention is to obtain comparison data between pre and postquestionnaires and in no way to grade respondents individually.
1 . To what extent are you familiar with the following items? To a con-
sidera)!!*-
Not At All Somewhat Extent
A. Leadership Theories
B. Mas low's Hierarchy of Needs
C. Herzberg Motivation - Hygiene Theory
D. McGregor's Theory X and Theory Y
E. Hersey-Blanchard Situational Leadership
Theory
Are the following statements true or false?
True
Don ' t
False Know
A. Treating everyone the same is the key to bei ng
a successful administrator/supervi sor/leader .
B
.
There is a "best leadership style" governing
nearly all situations that a leader may
encounter
C. People always like to participate in making
decisions that may effect them.
D . It is inevitable that everyone will eventually
rise to their level of incompetency. '
E. Money motivates people more than anything
else.
PRE-QUESTIONMAIRE C 16
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To what 0xtent do you aoree
statements?
Please rate according to
a. strongly
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly
or disagree with the following
the following scale;
agree
disagree
a. b
. c
. d.
A*
_Iraininq^jK^ l eadershi p training, is n otjust a fringe benefit that should be avail-
to__scho_qlj_exsonjie1_,^u^t_is something
that can have a significant impact on the
way an organization is run.
B
.
_The new federal l egislati on, PL 94-142.
will demand significant retraining of
_schoo1 personnel at every level.
C
.
Jia_yinq a theor_etical_framewo rl< for leadin g
,
supervising, and/or influencing people is
_he1 pful and can lead to greater leaders hi
p
effectiveness.
D
. To effectively implement a new program or
change in an organization most or all of the
_key staff should be involved in the change
from the beginning.
^
•
__Everyone is not the same and therefore shou 1 d
not be treated the same.
Thank you for your cooperation.
APPENDIX G
Pilot Test A - Post-Training Questionnaire
Section III
POST questionnaire
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Items in this section are addre<5«! . r .
,111 determine the effectiveness of Uie instinct
attended. Your response
I
to vhich nev knoviedge and information was tra^mUrn”^
assess the degree
^ndfcltf*rexL‘?to°wMchyo*^^
indicate your ansver to each ^at^h ‘"J k® achieving each goai.y goals by c.rcUng the number corresponding to your anLor.
1 very successful 2 = succes*?fiil — on-rv-i*^ u * c •b ccesstui 3 - somewhat successful 4 = unsuccessful
Goal
Very
Successful Successful
To Identify and describe personal frames of ireference, barriers to effective verbal communication.
B. To name and describe skill «? fn-r 1 -xxs to effective communication.
|C. To utilize communication skills in simulated 1
j- situations at the institute.
ID. To develop a strategy to utilize communicatioiil
skills in own setting.
'E-
.. 1
2
2
2
2
2
Somewhat
Successful
3
3
3
3
3
Unsuccess
ful
4
4
4
[2. To V hat extent are you familiar with the following items?
I
Not At All Somewhat
Specific counseling techniques associated wit
A. with active listening such as paraphrasing.,
perception checks, & description of feelings.
B. approaches to "questioning" which
may facilitate communication. —
Approaches w'hich may deterirdne underlying theme
that may interfere with professional
I communication.
'^* Specific techniques for raining awareness
_
! levels of prof, educators re the importance
E. of communication.
Objective means for assessing attitudes
toward mainstreaming and lesat restrictive
alternatives
.
To A
Considerable
Extent
POST questionnaire
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3, Are the follov ing Ftatements’ true or false?
Perception checks can provide the listener
with important effective information.
Restating x^actlywhat another person has said iin his/her outi words is a good way of being
sure you understand the content of the otherperson s message..
False
Don't
Knov
C.
Being direct in a professional manner aboutfilings (anger, sadness, frustration)is likely to create communication barriers.
). Leading questions tend to restrict communication
whereas open questions tend to facilitate
communication.
Inference and observation are the same because
they both rely on perception.
t. To vhat extent do you agree or disagree vith the foUoving statements?
Please rate according to the follov ing scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
^
Group decisions about placement of exceptional
children will be more appropriate than
decisions made by individuals.
g
Maintaining open channels of communication
with regular educators is mainly the
responsibility of special educators.
Communication skills are so much a part of
a person's personality they cannot be
improved significantly.
POST questionnaire 142 Pago 8
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For the person involved in mainstreamine
children, knowing about app™-priate materials and methods is more Importantthan knowing how to communicate effectively?
1 have a good grasp of my own attitudes
and values, particularly regarding
professional matters.
The skills of paraphrasing, perception
check, description of feelings and
questioning are used frequently by good
communicators.
G. I feel that I communicate effectively
my professional role.
in
I
clearly understand the distinction between
facilitative and non-facilitative communication,
e
.
Thank you for your cooperation.
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SECTION III
Ttcras tills sectioa ai'e aiidiross mic'c'irir' 4i •
deu=rmi.>3 ,ho effoctiv.nc:: or^,: 71^1!':,:!^':: :n
to vhich nev knov ledge and informalion was transmitted.”
' ^
1. Listed belov are the goals of U.e institute as defined by the institute trainor(sl Pleasemdica e Ute extent to which you think ihe institute was successful in achieving each ^alindicate j-our answer to each goals by circling ,l,e numlter corresponding to your an^r
1 - very successful 2 = successful
Goal
3 = somewhat successful
Very
Successful
4 = unsuceessful
Somewhat
Successful Successful
A.
!c.
C.
To review your own leadership style and
behavior
.
To analyze effect of your leadership actions on
feelings and performance of others
.
To develop the use of Situati onal Leadership
Ttieory in analyzing your ’^people” problems.
To learn to better manage your people's per-
formance in a variety of changing situations.
your leader effectiveness.
Unsucc
ful
4
4
4
4
4
2, To what extent are you familiar with the following items?
Not At All Somewhat
To A
Considerable
Extent
A. Leadership Theories
B. Maslov’s Hierarchy of Needs
C. Herzberg Motivation - Hygiene Theory
i
jo. McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y
E. Hersey- Blanchard Situational Leadership
Theory
I
I
I
I
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3. Are the lollov iiij; sUileinciil.v Iruo oi- fal‘;e?
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True raise
Don't
Kno •
everyone the same is the key to beinfr
a. successful administrator/supervisor/leader.
B. There is a "best leadership st\-le" governinp-
neai^ly all situations that a leader may
encounter.
C. People alv~ays like to participate in making
decisions that may effect them.
P* It is inevitable that every one vill eventually
rise to their level of incompetenev.
E. Money motivates people more than anything
else.
4. To v hat extent do you agree or disagree v ith the follov ing sUitements?
Please rate according to the follov ing scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
a. b. c. d. ^
A
.
Training, ie.
,
leadership tra ining, is not just a
fringe benefit that should be available to school
personnel, but is something that can have a
significant impact on the v ay an organization is run,
B. The nev federal legislation, PL 94-142, v'ill
demand significant retraining of school
personnel a t every level.
C. Having a theoretical framevork for leading, supervising.
and/or influencing people is helpful and can lead to
greater leadership effectivenes s.
POST QUPSTIONNAIHE
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D. To effectively implement a nev program or chan .ie
in an organization^ mgg t or all o f the _k staff
should be involved in thp fromlllg
beginning.
E
. JElY£ryi3ne-is,apJL the same and therefore shonM
-not be treated the same.
Thank you for your cooperation.
APPENDIX H
Pilot Test A
Report of Results of Pre-, Post-, and
Delayed Post-Training Questionnaire
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Attached are three documents which contain a sunnary of data compiled from
and post-institute questionnaires of the CEC institute which you
attended on January 30-31
,
1978 in Albuquerque, New Mexico. The following
explanations should assist you in reviewing each document.
Document 1 - Comparison of Data from Section III of the Pre- and Post-
Institute Questionnaire
These figures indicate the percentage of group responses
to each item and compare pre- and post-group responses.
I - Data indicates whether a greater percentage
of the group become more familiar with the
given item as a result of the institute.
II - The correct TRUE/FALSE answer to each state-
ment is indicated. The data reflects the per-
centage of group responses to the correct
answer on both the pre- and post-institute
questionnaires.
Ill - Arrows at the end of each statement indicate
the desired direction for the data to shift
as a result of the institute. An arrow
pointing left ( <—) would indicate a desired
movement toward greater agreement with the
statement, while an arrow pointing right (—>
)
would indicate a desired movement toward greater
disagreement with the statement.
The results of data from the items in these three groups
indicate a change from group's entry levels with regard
to knowledge, skills and attitude relevant to the specific
institute topic.
Document 2 - Pre-Institute Questionnaire
Total number of persons responding to the pre-institute
questionnaire is indicated at the top of the first page.
Corresponding to each item is the actual number of N
responses to that item.
Document 3 - Post-Institute Questionnaire
Total number of persons responding to the post-institute
questionnaire is indicated at the top of the first page.
Corresponding to each item is the actual number of N
responses to that item.
148CEC PRE-TPAINiriG INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE
Cl
.
.
Total number respondents =» 22
Please corrplete all Sections I, II, and III and return to CEC in the enclosed
stamped envelope by January 25, 1978 .
section I
information obtained in this section will help determine the makeup of the
institute group and thus assist the trainer in preparation prior to the training
program.
1. Which choice below most accurately describes your position?
! 2 .
I
I
i
I
1 1
—
2
-
8-^
Director of Special Education
principal Public School - Elem.
Principal Public School - Second.
Principal /Director Private School
Superintendent or Assistant Sup't.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Elem.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Second.
Special Education Classroom Teacher
Special Education Resource Teacher
or Consultant
10. State Department Personnel
1 1 . Speech
1 1 2. Psychologist
2 1 3. Counselor
1 1 4. Social Worker
2 1 5. Program Supervisor
3 16 . Teacher Educator
17. Parent
~~3n 8. Other, Please specify
How long have you been in your present position?
3
1. Less than 1 year
-iJ2. 1-4 years
T~3. 4-10 years
1'^4. over 10 years
3.
How would you describe the facility .in which you work?
jlJ * Public School - Elem.
~^2
.
Public School - Second.
7 3. Preschool /Nursery School
i 4 . Public Supported Residential
2 5 . Private Residential
4 6 . College or University
2 7 . State Department
4. What is the size of the population
facility serves?
cl. 5,000 - 15,000
% 2. 15,001 - 25,000
3 3 . 25,001 - 50,000
4. 50,001 - 100,000
5. Are you a CEC member?
_2 8. Emotionally Disturbed
2 9. Mentally Retarded
1 1 0. Physically Handicapped
il l. Speech Impaired
2 1 2. Hearing Impaired
1 1 3. Visually Impaired
6 1 4. Learning Disabled
f the geographical area which your
^5. 100,001 - 500,000
_^6. 500,001 - 1 million
7. 1 million - 2 million
2 8. over 2 million
_il3.
9 2.
Yes
No
pre-questionnaire
Page 2 Cl
6 . How would you describe your current job responsibilities?
149
7 . previous professionalfacility, age and disability of population
experience, indicating type of
.
and job responsibilities.
8. Below are listed 5 levels of post secondary school education. Next to the
studies' and"thrfield°orconclntr!tiSn'?^''® “'"Pitted your
Level
Bachelors
Year Completed Field of Concentrafinn
Masters
Certificate of Advanced
Graduate Study
Doctorate
Post Doctorate
Other, please specify
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 3
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SECTION II
i
Responses to the following questions will assist CEC in assessing
the accuracy of promotional material and help trainers to highlightindicated priority issues of the group.
1.
Why did you preregister for this institute?
2.
What are your specific objectives of this institute?
3
.
In what ways do you expect the institute will help you in your
current position?
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 4
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SECTION III
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The following items are designed to assess the effectiveness of theinstitute you will be attending in attaining its stated goals.The intention is to obtain comparison data between pre and postquestionnaires and in no way to grade respondents individually.
1, To what extent are you familiar with the following items?
To a con
siderahl*
Specific counseling techniques associated with
active listening such as paraphrasing, perceptl
checks and description of feelings.
Different approaches to "questioning" which may
facilitate communication.
Q ^Approaches which may determine underlying theme 15that may interfere with professional communicatiorT
,
IT j.etii>xiig awareness levels
of professional educators about the importance of
communi cation.
E.
Objective means for assessing attitudes toward
mainstreaming and least restrictive alternatives.
!. Are the following statements true or false?
Restating exactly what another person has said
in his/her own words is a good way of being
sure you understand the content of the other
TJerson’s message.
Perception checks can provide the listener with
important effective information.
^
Being direct in a professional manner about your
* own feelings (anger, sadness, frustration) is
likely to create communication barriers.
D.
Leading questions tend to restrict communication
•whereas open questions tend to facilifate
communication.
:
E.
both rely on perception.
Not At All Somewhat Extent
3 17 2
7 13 2
5 2
n.
13 6 3
10 11 1
.7
True False
Don ' t
Know
8 12 2
14 1 7
6 14 2
18 3 1
hey
3 16 3
PRE
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To Wiiat extent do you acree
st^Jtements?
Please rate according to
a. strongly
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly
or disagree with the following
the following scale;
agree
disagree
152
A.
B.
C.
D.'
E.
F.
G.
H.
Qzquv decx^xon
,s ^hQUlL^lACSTnent of onal
children wll be more appropriate than decisions
made bu individuals.
JUhSJineAs.of communicating
with regular educators is mainly the
^eSDOnsiblli tU of snecial edun;=}tnrc
.
Cammunicatinn skills are sn mur-h ^ p^ri-
a person's personality they cannot be
improved siani finantly^
For the
exceptional children, knowing about appropriate
na-terrais- and method2^J^. more.JjTipx2r.t^t than
knowing how to communicate effectively
,
values, particularly regarding professional
The skills of paraphrasing, perception check,
description of feelings
, and questioning are
used frequently by good communicators.
I feel that I communicate effectively in my
professional role.
I clearly understand the distinction
between facilitative and non-facilitative
communication.
a. b. c
.
d. e.
10 9 3 0 0
4 9 2 6 1
0 1 0 10 11
0 0 1 16 15
3 14 5 0 0
1 9 4 0 0
3 13 5 1 0
1 8 6 7 0
Thank you for your cooperation
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i Signing your name at the end of this form k * j •
to the following questions. ^ unreserved reactions
SECTION I
1.
Which institute did 3^ou attend?
Code # Cl
-^^^^onal/Professional Conraunication Skills for TKP
Trainer (s) tnattm, Hemphill, Retschlaq
personnel
Date January 30- 31^ 1978
Location Albuquerque, NM
2.
Which choice belov most accurately describes your position?
1
.
2
.
3.
1 4.
5.
6
.
7.
8
.
iL 9.
Director of Special Education
Principal Public School - Elem.
Principal Public School - Second.
Principal/Director Private School
Superintendent or Assistant Sup’t.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Elem.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Second.
Special Education Classroom Teacher
Special Education Resource Teacher
or Consultant
10. State Department Personnel
11. Speech
-
2 12. Psychologist
3 13. Counselor
-
^ 14. Social Worker
_1_ 15. Program Supervisor
-
^ 16. Teacher Educator
17. Parent
18, Other, please specify
3. Hov’ long have you been in your present position?
4 1, Less than 1 year
—19 2. 1-4 years
_Z_ 3, 4-10 years
^ 4. over 10 years
4. Hov’ vould you describe the facility in which you work?
-
14 1. Public School - Elem. 4
-
8. Emotionally Disturbed
-
11 2. Public School - Second, 1_ 9. Mentally Retarded
^ 3. Preschool/Nursery School 2 10. Physically Handicapped
^
4. Public Supported Residential 1_11. Speech Impaired
5. Private Residential 3_12. Hearing Impaired
-
8 6. College or University 2 J13. Visually Impaired
-
^ 7. State Department ±_14. Learning Disabled
i 5. What is the size of the population of the geographical area which your facility serves?
1. 5.000 - 15,000
2. 15,001 - 25,000
3. 25,001 - 50,000
4. 50,001 - 100,000
10
4
5. 100,001 - 500,000
6. 500, 001 - 1 million
7. 1 million - 2 million
8. over 2 million
POST questionnaire
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Are you a CEC member?
18 1. Yes
2. No
:cTiON n
is section fill assess four major aspects of the institute: presenters, materials format
d environment. The fifth subsection addresses general items relevant to the overall
ictloning of the institute.
Presenters
Hov vould j^ou rate each of tlie presenters with respect to the following attributes?
Please circle the number you feel is most appropriate according to the following scales
a. no improvement needed
b. some improvement needed
c. substantial improvement needed
Chaffin Hemphill
name name name
ability to motivate participants ^8 c 0 a 17 bio c 1 a? bL5
degree of preparation l^ C 8 a 22 b5 c 0 al5 bio
knowledge of content 28a 0C
26
a
0
c
18
a b’
25 5 0 20 8 1 5 16
management skills of the class a b C a b c a b
responsiveness to questions P b4 cO a 24 b2 C 1 a 13 bl3
21 7 1 17 8 3 9 12
sensitivity to class needs a b C a b C a b
27 1 0 25 4 0 18 6
lack of annoying personal mannerisms a b C a b c a b
21 8 0 23 7 0 20
.
7
ability to stay on-task a b C a b C a b
16 12 1 16 13 1 13 12
degree of organization a b C a b c a b
29 0 0 25 4 1 9 15
degree of interpersonal skills a b c a b c a b
Retschlaa
vou
POST QUES'nONNAIRE
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3. Materials
1. Did the audio-visual materials enhance the learning process ?
I
* a. yes, very definitely
19 b. yes, somevhat
^ c. no, please explain
2. Did printed materials and/or manuals effectively accompany the presentation and
instruction?
30 a. yes, very definitely
3 b. yes, somev’hat
0 c. no, please explain
;
3. Do reference and resource materials appear to be helpful to you in your home setting?
22 a. yes, very definitely
10 b. yes, somevhat
£ c. no, please explain
C. Format
1 . Hov vould you judge the length of the institute?
4 a. Too long _Z_b. Too short 2]^c. About right
2
.
Small group activities (if applicable) vere
a. facilitative ^yes _no
b. veil organized 24 yes ^ _no
c. v eil timed for length 7 no
Activities completed individually (if applicable) were
a. facilitative 24 yes _4
no
b. veil organized 24 yes _l
no
c, veil coned for length 22 yes
3 no
Lecture presentations were
a. facilitative ^9 yes 1
no
b. V ell organized 26
yes 2 no
c veil timed for length 29
yes 1 no
POST questionnaire
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ClD. Environment
1. The room set-up vas facilitative in accomplishing institute goals and enhancing group
interaction,
«
_30_a.agree disagree
2. Tliere vere no accoustical problems,
_26_ a, agree 7
^ disagree i
3. The room v as clean and orderly,
_30_ a, agree
^3 disagree
4. This V as a good facility for a CEC institute,
31 3., agree
_2 b, disagree
E. Generally, , ,
1, Hov veil did the institute meet your ovn interest and areas of concern?
21 a, very veil
IQ b, adequately
2 c, poorly, please explain
2, Are you leaving the institute vith new skills and practical recommendations which will
assist you in your own work?
21 a, yes, very definitely
12 b, yes, somewhat
0 c, no, please explain
3, To vhat degree did the title and overview in preregistration publicity adequately reflect
the actual content and activities of this particular institute?
20 a, very veil
11 b, adequately
2 c, poorly, please explain .
4, Would you recommend this institute to your colleagues or other persons working in this field’
31 a. yes
POST QUESTIONNAIRE
5.
What did you like best of all about the institute?
157 Page 5
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6.
Please list things you would like to see changed or done differently if the Institute
were offered again.
7.
What do you consider to be the major strengths of the institute?
8,
What do you consider to be the major weaknesses of the institute?
9.
List specific areas of interests not covered in this institute which you would like to
see addressed in a follow-up institute?
10.
Please add any additional comments about the institute.
158 Cl
POST questionnaire
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SECnON III
in this section are .-Kldress specific contact of the institnte vou attcmled. Your responsedetermme the effecUvenoss of dte insiilntc in meeting its stated goals and assess Cue dogre.{ov’Mchnev knovledge and information was transmitted. ^
1 .
Listed belov are the goals of iJie institute as defined by the institute trainer(s). Please
indicate tlie extent to which you think the institute was successful in achieving each goal.
Indicate your ansver to each goals by circling tlie number corresponding to your ansvccr
1 — very successful 2 successful 3 — somewhat successful 4
Very
Goal Successful Successful
A. To identify and describe personal frames of
reference, barriers to effective verbal communication.
unsuccessful
Somewhat Unsuce
Successful ful
3 ^ 4
R. To name and describe skills for effective
communication.
2
^"
ca
to
Q
n. To utilize communication skills in simulated 1
situations at the institute.
2
^® 3^ 4
D. To develop a strategy to utilize communication 1^
skills in own setting.
2
^^ 3“ 4
2. To what extent are you fanuliar with the following items? To A
Considerable
Not At All Somewhat Extent
i
A. f^peeific counseling techniques associated with i 13 19
j
active listening such as paraphrasing, perception
I
checks, and description of feelings.
i
I
I B. Different approaches to ’’questioning” which i i 5 LI
;
may facilitate communication.
C. Approaches ^hich may determine underlying 3 lo
theme that may Intertere w ith professional
communication
.
D. Specific techniques for raising av areness s 17 U.
levels of professional educators about the
importance of communication .
E. Objective means for assessing attitudes 7 13 —
^
toward mainstreaming and least restrictive
alternatives.
I'VJM r.D I 1 HE,
159
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3. Are tlic follov ing Ftatemeniv true or false?
True I'alse
A. Restating exactly vhat another person has said
in his or her ovn vords is a good vav of being
sure you understand the content of the other
person’s message.
B. Perception checks can provide the listener vith
important effective information. 1
c. Being direct in a professional manner about your
own feelings danger, sadness, frustration! if
likely to create communication barriers. 5 27
D. Leading questions tend to restrict communication
vhereas open questions tend to facilitate
communication. 25 7
Don’t
Knov
U.
1
1
1
E, Inference and observation are the same because
they both rely on perception.
29 1
4.’ To vhat extent do you agree or disagree v ith the follov ing statements?
Please rate according to the follov ing scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
a. b. c. d. e.
A. Oronn decisions about placement of eT^^ion^
^l^ildren v ill be more appropriate than
decision
23 8 1 1 0
pndft bv individuals.
B. channels of
.ommunication ^ itjL
regular educators is mainly the
responsibui^
1 c. 2 . 6 2
of soecial educators_._ -
r r-TT’-nnifation skiUs are so much_a_EartoLS
X./
person’s personality they onnnot
be improved
cipnificantly. —
0 1 1 16
15
POST QUIJSTIONNAIHE
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D. For the person invo lved in mainstream ing
fiyQ6p U_onal chjldren . knov ln g about appropria te_ma ter iaIs
andjQ}iMLho^3j.Lsj]^^ than knowing to
£L
E. Lhavfi. a good gra.si:) oIjiiY-Qji’iL^ttLtudes and vnlufis
,
particularly regarding nrotesslonal mntters
_Ihe skills of paraphrasing, percep tion rherk
description of feelings, and questioning are
_used frequently bv good communicators.
2—
Oi- —2.
12
i2__
J— _ii_
2
G. I feel that I communicate effectiyely in my
professional role. 2 22 6 3 0
H
. I clearly understand the distinction betv'een
facllitatlve and non - facilitative communication. 13 19 10 0
Thank you for your cooperation.
COMPARISON DATA
Percentage of Group Responses to Items in Section III
PRE- AND POST-INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRES
INSTITUTE Cl
Presented January 30-31, 1978
Albuquerque, New Mexico
Cl-1 162
extent OF FAMILIARITY WITH Not at A11 »at ‘
a. Specific counseling
techniques associated with
active listening such as
paraphrasing, perception
checks, and description of
feelings.
Pre
Post
b. Different approaches to
"questioning" which may
facilitate communication.
Pre
Post
14% 77% 9%
3% 39% 58%
32% 59% 9%
3% 45% 52%
c. Approaches which may deter-
mine underlying theme that
may interfere with professional
communication.
Pre 68% 23% 9%
Post 9% 55% 36%
d. Specific techniques for
raising awareness levels of
professional educators about
the importance of communica-
tion.
Pre 59% 27% 14%
Post 15% 52% 33%
e. Objective means for assessing
attitudes toward mainstreaming
and least restrictive alternatives
Pre 45% 50%
Post 21% 58%
4%
21 %
Cl -2 163
2. TRUE/ FALSE
a. Restating exactly what
another person has said in
his or her own words is a
good way of being sure you
understand the content of
the other persons message.
Correct answer - FALSE
Pre 352
' Post 212
b. Perception checks can provide
the listener with important
effective information.
Correct answer - TRUE
Pre 642
Post 912
c. Being direct in a professional
manner about your own feelinqs
(anger, sadness, frustration)'
is likely to create communica-
tion barriers.
Correct answer - FALSE
Pre
Post
272
152
False
542
762
42
32
642
- 822
d. Leading questions tend to
restrict communication
whereas open questions tend
to facilitate comnuni cation.
Correct answer - TRUE
Pre 822 142
Post 762 212
e. Inference and observation are
the same because they both rely
on perception.
Correct answer - FALSE
142 732
Post 92 882
Don't Know
92
02
322
32
92
32
42
32
142
32
Cl-3 164
3. EXTENT OF AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT WITH
Strongly
Agree
a. Grc'jp decisions about place-
ment of exceptional children
will be more appropriate than
decisions made by individuals.
A .. StronglyAgree Neutral D i sagree Disagree
Desired movement
Pre
Post
45% 41% 14% 0% 0%
70% 24% 3% 3% 0%
b. Maintaining open channels of
communication with regular
educators is mainly the
responsibility of special
educators.
Desired movement
Pre 18%
Post 52%
41%
48%
9% 27% 4%
6% 18% 6%
c. Corrmuni cation skills are so
much a part of a person's
personality they cannot be
improved significantly.
Desired movement — ^
Pre 0% 4% 0% 45% 50%
Post 0% 3% 3% 48% 45%
d. For the person involved in
mainstreaming exceptional
children, knowing about
appropriate materials and
methods is more important
than knowing how to com-
municate effectively.
Desired movement
Pre
Post
0%
0%
0% 4% 73% 23%
6% 6% 58% 30%
Cl-4 165
3. Extent of Agreement or Disagreement with (continued)
Strongly
^
^arSl Neutral Disagree Di^Sree
e. I have a good grasp of
rny own attitudes and
values, particularly
regarding professional
matters.
Desired movement
m 64X
Post 21% 70%
f. The skills of paraphrasing
perception check, descrip-
tion of feelings and ques-
tioning are used frequently
bygood communicators
Desired movement '
Pre 27% 54%
Post 52% 36%
23% 0% 0%
6% 3% 0%
18% 0% 0%
6% 6% 0%
g. r feel that I communicate
effectively in my profes-
sional role.
Desired movement a
Pre 14% 59% 23%
Post 6% 67% 18%
4% 0%
9% 0%
C 15
CEC PRE-TRAINING INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE
Total number respondnets = 17
please conplete all Sections I, II, and III and return to CEC in
stamped envelope by January 25. 1978
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i
the enclosed
section I
jhe information obtained in this section will help determine the makeup of the
institute group and thus assist the trainer in preparation prior to the training
program.
1
,
Which choice below most accurately describes your position?
6 1
r"4
^9
Director of Special Education
Principal Public School - Elem.
Principal Public School - Second.
Principal/Director Private School
Superintendent or Assistant Sup't.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Elem.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Second.
Special Education Classroom Teacher
Special Education Resource Teacher
or Consultant
10. State Department Personnel
1 11. Speech
1 2. Psychologist
1 3. Counselor
1 4. Social Worker
21 5. Program Supervisor
11 6. Teacher Educator
U . Parent
5 18. Other, Please specify
2.
How long have you been in your present position?
Less than 1 year
1-4 years
4-10 years
over 10 years
3.
How would you describe the facility jn which you work?
2 6 .
2_7.
Public School - Elem.
Public School - Second.
Preschool /Nursery School
Public Supported Residential
Private Residential
College or University
State Department
3 8. Emotionally Disturbed
2
9. Mentally Retarded
3 10. Physically Handicapped
4
1 1 . Speech Impai red
3 12. Hearing Impaired
3 13. Visually Impaired
_5 ^14. Learning Disabled
4.
What is the size of the population of the geographical area which your
facility serves?
4 1 . 5,000 - 15.000 3 5. 100,001
- 500.000
2. 15,001 - 25,000 2 6. 500,001
- 1 million
3. 25,001 - 50,000 1 7. 1 million
- 2 million
4 4. 50,001 - 100,000 3 8. over 2 million
Are you a CEC member?
12 1. Yes
5 2. No
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE
Page 2
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How would you describe your current job responsibilities?
Please indicate your previous professional
facility, age and disability of population
experience, indicating type of
,
and job responsibilities.
Below are listed 5 levels of post secondary school education. Next to thedegrees which apply to you, please indicate the year you completed your
concentration.studies and the field of
Level
Bachelors
Masters
Year Completed Field of Concentration
Certificate of Advanced
Graduate Study
Doctorate
Post Doctorate
Other, please specify
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 3
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SECTION II
Responses to the following questions will assist CEC in assessing
the accuracy of promotional material and help trainers to highlight
indicated priority issues of the group.
1.
Why did you preregister for this institute?
2.
What are your specific objectives of this institute?
3.
In what ways do you expect the institute will help you in your
current position?
PRE-C»UESTIOI^NAIRE
C 16
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SECTION III
j
I
-pile following itoms are designed to assess the effectiveness of the
institute you will be attending in attaining its stated goals.
Ths intention is to obtain comparison data between pre anci post
questionnaires and in no way to grade respondents individually.
1 To what extent are you familiar with the following items?^ ^ To a con-
sidera>'.l‘
Not At All Somewhat Extent
A. Leadership Theories 3 13 1
D. Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs 4 8 5
C. Herzberg Motivation - Hygiene Theory 16 1 0
D. McGregor's Theory X and Theory Y 13 3 1
E. Hersey-Bl anchard Situational Leadership 15 2 0
Theory
2. Are the following statements true or false?
True False
non ' t
Know
A. Treatinq everyone the same is the key to being .
a successful administrator/superyi sor/leader. 3 13 1
B. There is a "best leadership style" governing
nearly all situations that a leader may
encounter.
5 11 1
C. PeoDle always like to participate in making
decisions that may effect them.
7 9 1
D. It is inevitable that everyone will eventually
rise to their level of incompetency. 1
12 4
E. Money motivates people more than anything
2 15 0
o 1 ca
PRE-QUESTIONMAIRE
1
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To what extent
statements?
Please* rate
do you agree or disagree with the
according to the following scale:
a
.
strongly agree
b agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e strongly disagree
fol lowing
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
Training, i.e., l eadershi p training, is not
just a fringe benefit that should be avail-
able to s cho ol personnel, but is s omethin g
that can have a significant impact on the
way an organization is run.
The new fede ral 1 eoisl ation, PL 94-142,
will demand significant retraining of
school personnel at every level.
Having a theoretical framework for leadin g
,
supervising, and/or influencing people is
helpful and can lead to greater leadershi p
effectiveness.
To effecti vely imp! enent a new program or
change in an organization, most or all of the
key staff should be involved in the change
from the beginning.
Everyone is not the same and therefore shou 1
d
not be treated the same.
Thank you for your cooperation.
CEC POST-TRAINING INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE
Total number respondnets - 34
ISECTION I
C16
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reactions
1 . Which institute did you attend?
Code # C16
Title ££.Yelopn.,r, Your Leadership SkiTic^.
Trainer (s) Blanchard, Nober, Paris!
Date January 30-31. 3 978
Location Albuquerque, NM
A
-StiuatiOPflJ- Approach to Managing Change
Improving Performance of
People
2. Which choice belov most accurately describes your position?
.2— 1. Director of Special Education
2. Principal Public School - Elem.
^
3. Principal Public School - Second.
4. Principal/Director Private School
5. Superintendent or Assistant Sup’t.
6. Regular Classroom Teacher - Elem.
7. Regular Classroom Teacher - Second.
8. Special Education Classroom Teacher
.4— 9. Special Education Resource Teacher
or Consultant
10. State Department Personnel
11. Speech
1 12. Psychologist
13. Counselor
14. Social Worker
^ 15. Program Supervisor
^ 16. Teacher Educator
17. Parent
10 18. Other, please specify
3. Hov’ long have you been in your present position?
IL 3.
L.4.
Less than 1 year
1-4 years
4-10 years
over 10 years
Hov’ v’ould you describe the facility in which you work?
a.
JdL 1. Public School - Elem. 8. Emotionally Disturbed
10 2. Public School - Second.
_L 9. Mentally Retarded
J_ 3. Preschool/Nursery School 3 10. Physically Handicapped
4. Public Supported Residential 3 11. Speech Impaired
J— 5. Private Residential _i_12. Hearing Impaired
6. College or University ^13. Visually Impaired
Jl_ 7. State Department _A.14. Learning Disabled
What is the size of the population of the geographical area which your facility serves
4 1. 5,000 - 15,000 13 5. 100,001 - 500,000
3 2. 15,001 - 25,000 3 6. 500, 001 - 1 million
3 3. 25,001 - 50,000 2 7. 1 million - 2 million
1 4. 50,001 - 100,000 5 8. over 2 million
POST QUESTIONNAIRE 172Page 2
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Are you a CEO member?
24 1. Yes
10 2. No
CTION n
lis section vill assess four major aspects of the institute: presenters, materials, format
i3 environment. The fifth subsection addresses general items relevant to the overall
.ctioning of the institute.
’ Presenters
I IIov vould 5'ou rate each of tlie presenters with respect to the following attributes?
I
Please circle the number you feel is most appropriate according to the following scales
a. no improvement needed
! b. some improvement needed
c. substantial improvement needed
i
Blanchard Paris! Nober
name name name
I 20 13 0 20 11 2 25 8 0
1
ability to motivate participants a b c a b c a b c
t 27 6 0 20 13 0 25
,^9 0
:
degree of preparation a b c a b c a b c
30 3 0 22 11 0 24 8 0
1 knov'ledge of content a b c a b c a b c
23 9 1 19 11 3 25 7 1
management skills of the class a b c a b C a b c
24 9 0 28 5 0 28 4 1
1 responsiveness to questions a b c a b c a b c
24 8 1 23 9 1 25 8 0
i} sensitivity to class needs a b c a b c a b c
1 31 2 0 29 4 0 30 2 1
1 lack of annoying personal mannerisms a b c a b c a b c
30 3 0 30 2 0 31 2 0
^
ability to stay on-task a b c a b c a b c
30 3 0 23 9 1 27 6 0
ij degree of organization a b c a b c a b
c
25 7 0 22 11 0 25 8 0
i degree of interpersonal skills a b c a b c
a b c
Materials
i v/ox v<;u j:.o iivJiNiNyvinCj Pago 3
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1 , Did the audio-visual materials enhance the learning process?
27 a, yc-s, very definitely
7 b. yes, somevhat
^
c. no, please explain
2, Did printed materials and/or manuals effectively accompany the presentation and
instruction?
29 a. yes, very definitely
6 b, yes, somev’hat
d c. no, please explain
3 , Do reference and resource materials appear to be helpful to you in your home setting?
25 a. yes, very definitely
10 b. yes, somev’hat
0 c. no, please explain
Format
1. Hov’ v’ould you judge the length of the institute?
2 a. Too long iL.b. Too short 24_c. About right
2. Small group activities (if applicable) v'ere
a. facilitative yes _j_no
b. V ell organized 33 yes 1 no
c. v eil timed for length 28 yes 6 no
3, Activities completed individually (if applicable)
were
a. facilitative 32 yes 0
no
b. veil organized 32 yes od
c, veil timed for length 9^ yes _gL.no
4. Lecture presentations were
a. faclUtaUve 33 yes 0
no
b. v eil organized 34
yes 1 no
c. veil timed for length
30 yes ^ no
POST questionnaire Paee 4
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D. Environment C16
1. The room set-up vas facilitative in accomplishing institute goals and enhancing group
interaction.
29 a. agree
^ b. disagree
2. There vere no accoustical problems.
— i_b. disagree
3, The room vas clean and orderly.
a. agree b. disagree
4, This vas a good facility for a CEC institute.
-M- agree o_ b, disagree
E. Generally.
. ,
1. Hov veil did the institute meet your ovn interest and areas of concern?
20 a. very veil
b. adequately
1
c. poorly, please explain
2. Are you leaving the institute vith new skills and practical recommendations which will
assist you in your own work?
22 a, yes, very definitely
12
b. yes, somewhat
0
c. no, please explain
3. To what degree did the title and overview in preregistration publicity adequately reflect
the actual content and activities of this particular institute?
19 a. very v ell
b. adequately
2
c. poorly, please explain
4. Would you recommend this institute to your colleagues or other persons working in this fieldl
32 a, yes
POST QUESTIONNAIRE Pape 5
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5. What did you like best of all about the institute?
6.
Please list things you would like to see changed or done differently if the institute
were offered again.
7,
What do you consider to be the major strengths of the institute?
8.
What do you consider to be the major w’eaknesses of the institute?
9.
List specific areas of interests not covered in this institute which you would like to
see addressed in a follow-up institute?
10.
Please add any additional comments about the institute.
POST QUESTIONNAIRE
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SECTION III
Items in this section are address specific contact of the instil. ile you attended. Your response
v’ill determine the effectiveness of the institute in meeting its sLited goals and assess the degree
to v hich nev knov ledge and information was transmitted.
1, Listed belov are the goals of tJie instimte as defined by the institute trainor(sl. Please
indicate tlie extent to vhich you tliink the institute was successful in achieving each goal.
Indicate your answer to each goals by circling the number corresponding to your ansver.
1 - very successful 2 - successful 3 = somewhat successful 4 = unsuccessful
E. TP develop a perso nal action plan for increasing
vour leader effectiveness.
Goal
Very
Successful Successful
Somewhat
Successful
Unsucc
ful
A. To review your own leadership style and 3^ 4°
behavior.
12
B. To analyze effect of vour leadership actions on 1 2 3= 4°
feelings and performance of others.
16 14 4 0
C. 70 develoD the use of Situational Leadership • 1 2 3 4
Theory in analyzing your "people” problems. 15 13 6 0
D. To learn to better manage your people’s per- 1 2 3 4
formance'in a variety of changing situations. 12 11 9 2
I
I
2
.
A.
B.
C.
E.
To what extent are you faniiliar with the following items?
Not At All Somewhat
To A
Considerable
Extent
Leadership Tlieories 4 19 12
Maslov’s Hierarchy of Needs 3 -8 24
Herzberg Motivation - Hygiene Theory 10
15 10
McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y 13 14
7
Hersev-Blanchard Situational Leadership 10
10 15
Theory
rUJSl
I
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3, Are the follov ing
.‘-Lilcincnls true or fulKcV
True False
A
.
•
Treating everyone the same is the key tn tv..-nc.
a successful administrator/supervisor /leader 0 34
B. There is a ' best leadership style" governing
nearly all situations that a leader may
encounter.
7
C. People alv-ays like to participate in making
decisions that may effect them. 6 26
D. It is inevitable that everv one v-ill eventually
rise to their level of incompetency. 3 27
E. Money motivates people more than anything
else.
n 33
Don't
Knov
0
Si.
Z
4
1
4. To vhat extent do you agree or disagree vith the I'ollov ing statements?
Please rate according to the follov ing scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
a. b. c. d. e.
A, Training, ie. , leadership training, is not just a
fringe benefit tliat should be available to school
personnel, but is something that can have a 26 7 0 0 1
B.
significant impact on the v-ay an organization is run.
The nev federal legislation, PL 94-142, will
demand significant retraining of school
nprRonnel at everv level. 21 10 2 1 0
C. Having a theoretical framework for leading, supervising,
and/or influencing people is helpful and can lead to
greater leadership effectiveness. . 21 13 0
0 0
POST QUESTIONNAIHE 178
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1^ • To effectively impleinent 8. nev progi’ajn or change
_in an organization, mos t or a ll of the key staff
.should be involved in the change from the
beginning. 14 16 1 2 i
E
. Everyons-is. uot . the same and therefore .should
-Jiat-be tr.eated the same. 30 4 o p p
Thank you for your cooperation.
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COMPARISON DATA
Percentage of Group Responses to Items in Section III
PRE-AND POST-INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRES
INSTITUTE Cl 6
Presented January 30-31, 1978
Albuquerque, New Mexico
\
I
C16-1
\
Section III - CONTENT-SPECIFIC ITEt-'S
1. EXTENT OF FAMILIARITY WITH Not at AH Somewhat
a. Leadership Theories
Pre 18% 76%
Post 12% 56%
b. Maslow's Hierarchy of Need
Pre 24% 46%
Post 9% 24%
c. Herzberg Motivation-Hygiene
Theory
Pre 94% 6%
Post 29% 44%
d. McGregor's Theory X and
Theory Y
Pre 76% 18%
Post 38% 41%
e. Hersey-Blanchard Situational
Leadership Theory
Pre 88% 12%
Post 29% , 29%
2. TRUE/ FALSE
True False
a. Treating everyone the same
is the key to being a suc-
cessful administrator/super-
visor/leader.
Correct answer - FALSE
Pre 18%
Post 0%
76%
100%
180
To a considerabl
Extent
6%
35%
29%
71%
0%
29%
6%
21 %
0%
44%
Don't Know
6%
0%
\2. True/False (continued)
Cl 6 -2
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True
b. There is a "best leadership
style" governing nearly all
situations that a leader may
encounter.
Correct answer - FAtsC
Pre 29%
Post 2^%
c. People always like to partici-
pate in making decisions that
may effect them.
Correct answer - FALSE
Pre 41%
Post 18%
False Don't Know
65% 6%
79% 0%
53% 6%
76% 6%
d. It is inevitable that everyone
will eventually rise to their
level of in competency.
Correct answer - FALSE
Pre 6% 71% 24%
Post 9% 79% 12%
e. Money motivates people more than
anything else.
Correct answer - FALSE
Pre 12% 88%
Post 0% 97%
0%
3%
3.‘ EXTENT OF AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT WITH
Strongly
' Agree Agree Neutral DiSagr^ee
Strongly
Disagree
a. Training, i.e. leadership
training, is not just a
fringe benefit that should
be available to school personnel,
but it is something that can
have a significant impact on the
way an organization is run.
Pre
Dps i red movement 4r Lcf 76% 21% 0% 0*
182
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3. Extent of Agreement or Disagreement with (continued)
\
Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
The federal legislation,
P.L. 94-142, will demand
significant retraining of
school personnel at every
level.
(Desired movement ^
—
,
Pre 33% 53% 6% 6% 0%
Post 62% 29% 6% 3% 0%
c. Having a theoretical
framework for leading,
supervising, and/or '
Influencing people is
helpful and can lead to
greater leadership
effectiveness.
Desired movement ^
^
Pre m 21% 6% 6% 0%
Post 62% 38% 0% 0% 0%
d. To effectively implement a
new prolgram or change in
an organization, most or
all of the key staff should
be involved in the change
from the beginning.
Desired movement
Pre 76% 18% 6% 0% 0%
Post 41% 47% 3% 6% 3%
Everyone not the same and.
therefore! should not be treated
the samei
'
pesired movement <
Pre 53% 29% 18% 0% 0%
' Post 88% 12% 0% 0% 0%
APPENDIX I
Questionnaire Feedback Form
Trainers and Participants
CEC Institute Evaluation System
Questionnaire Feedback Form (A)
184
Please complete each item below, expressing your opinions as indicated and share
your ideas as requested. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. Please return
the conpleted form, in the enclosed addressed, stairped envelope by March 21, 1978.
Section I - PRE- INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE
1. Did you receive in the mail a CEC Pre- Institute Questionnaire
prior to the institute?
a. yes
b. no (if NO, please go to question 5)
2. Did you conplete and return the Pre- Institute Questionnaire to CEC?
a. yes (if YES, please go to question 5)
b. no (if NO, please answer questions 3 and 4)
3. Did you conplete the Pre- Institute Questionnaire and bring it with
you to the institute?
a. yes
b. no
4. If you did not conplete the Pre- Institute Questionnaire, what may
have been the reason (s)?
a. too lengthy.
b. too boring.
c. seemed to be insignificant.
d. didn't get to it because of busy schedide.
5. How long did it take you to complete the Pre- Institute
Questionnaire
a. less than 10 minutes.
b. 10-20 minutes.
c. 20-30 minutes.
d. more than 30 minutes.
Questionnaire Feedback Form (A)
- 2 -
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6.
Were the directions clear?
a. yes
b. no - please explain
7.
Were any of the questions ambiguous or confusing to you?
a. yes - please explain
b. no
8.
Was the changing format of the items in the questionnaire helpful
and pleasing to you? (Oieck whichever apply)
a. yes, because I like variety.
b. yes, because it kept me alert.
c. no, because it was confusing.
d. no, because I would like consistency throughout.
Please add additional comments:
9.
What was your general reaction to the Pre- Institute Questionnaire?
a. Pleased to receive it and conplete it.
b. Disturbed from ny work.
c. Pleased to receive it, but annoyed to coiT5)lete it.
Please add additional comments regarding your reactions.
Questionnaire Feedback Form (A)
- 3 -
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10. Rather than having received the cover memo with the Pre- Institute
Questionnaire, what would have been your reaction to receiving
this message on a cassette tape?
a. intrigued and would have played tape at earliest con-
venience .
b. intrigued, but frustrated because I do not have access
to a cassette tape player.
c. creative and clever.
d. would have answered questionnaire without taking time
to listen to tape.
e. bothered and would have ignored tape and questionnaire.
f. gimmicky and wasteful.
11. Please add any additional comments regarding the format aind proce-
dure of the Pre- Institute Questionnaire.
Section II - INTERIM ASSESSMENT
12. Did you receive an Interim Assessment to conplete at the end of the
first day of the institute?
a. yes
b. no (if NO, please go to question 16)
13. Did the items on this form give you the opportunity to adequately
ejcpress your reactions to the first day of the institute.
a. yes
b. no (if NO, please explain)
Questionnaire Feedback Form (A)
14. What was your general reaction to the Interim Assessment?
^ a. Pleased that the trainer was assessing groip needs.
b. Annoyed with being asked to conplete another form.
15. During the second day of the institute, did the trainer appear to
address and respond to information shared on the Interim Assessment?
a. yes
b. no - please explain
-
Section III - POST- INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE
16. Did you receive a Post- Institute Questionnaire to complete at the
end of the institute?
a. yes
b. no (if NO, please go to question 22 )
17. Did you conplete all items on the Post -Institute Questionnaire?
a. yes
b. no - why? - please explain
18. How long did it take to complete the Post -Institute Questionnaire?
a. less than 10 minutes.
b. 10-20 minutes.
c. 20-30 minutes.
d. more than 30 minutes.
19. Were the directions clear?
a. yes
b. no - please explain
Questionnaire Feedback Form (A)
- 5 -
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20.
Were any of the questions ambiguous or confusing to you?
a. yes - please e>plain
-
b. no
21.
Do you have any suggestions for items or questions which should
be added?
a. yes; please indicate
b. no
22.
Please add any additional comments regarding the format and/or
content of the Post- Institute Questionnaire.
We appreciate your cooperation in assisting us to further develop
and refine the CEC
Institute Evaluation System.
Remember, the Delayed Post- Institute Questionnaire will be
mailed to you on April 30
Please return the completed form in the enclosed envelope by March 21, 1978.
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Questionnaire Feedback Form (T)
Section I - PRE- INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE
1.
Did the data from the Pre- Institute Questionnaire help you, as a
trainer, in planning your institute presentations?
a. yes
b. no, please explain
2.
Ifow far in advance of the scheduled institute presentation would
you like to have the results of the pre- institute questionnaire?
a. 1 week
b . 2 weeks
c . 3 weeks
d. more than 3 weeks
3.
Is there any information, regarding the make-up of the group, you
would like to have prior to the scheduled institute presentation
to which the current pre- institute questionnaire does not address
itself?
a. no
b. yes, please explain
Section II - INTERIM ASSESSMEOT
4.
Was the information retrieved from the Interim Assessment Form
help
ful to you in gearing the second day of the institute to meet
your
groups’ needs?
a.
b.
yes
please explain
Questionnaire Feedback Fonn(T)
- 2 -
1905.
Should additional items be added to the Interim Assessment to
make it a more useful instrument in serving Trainer’s needs?
a. no
b. yes, please explain
Section III - POST- INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE
6.
Regarding the Post- Institute Questionnaire, are there any items
omitted which you feel should be included?
a. no
b. yes, please identify
7.
Are there any questions which appear to be ambiguous or confusing?
a. no
b. yes, please explain
8.
With respect to Section III of the Questionnaire, the content-
related section, do you think any changes should be made?
a. no
b. yes, please e 3q)lain
Questionnaire Feedback Form (T)
- 3 -
1919.
In what kind of format should the summarized data be reported to
make it most useful to you as a trainer? Currently the percen-
tage of responses to each answer choice is reported.
Section IV - DELAYED POST- INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE
The Delayed Post- Institute Questionnaire will be designed to measure retention of
knowledge and utilization of skills learned at the institute after a three month
period.
10.
Are there any specific items you would like to see included on this
form?
11.
Do you have any suggestions for format or types of questions?
12.
Please add any additional comments, reactions, suggestions regard-
ing the CEC Institute Evaluation System.
Thank you for your cooperation.
APPENDIX J
Pilot Test B - Pre-Training Questionnaire
Section III
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 4
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SECTION III
The following items are designed to assess the effectiveness of theinstitute you will be attending in attaining its stated goals.
The intention is to obtain comparison data between pre and post
questionnaires and in no way to grade respondents individually.
1. To what extent are you familiar with the following items?
Not At All Somewhat
^Dnnoprlate. handling: for Dhvplcallv
handicapped children
^
B
. The normal pre-speech and feeding process
C
. Techniques for implementing handling and
feeding programs
D
. Working with families of younger handicapped
infants
E
. Various approaches for providing direct services
to handicapped infants and toddlers
F. The day-to-day implementation of transdisetplinary
programs
2. Are the following statements true or false?
True
A. The James Nutrient Scale is useful for observing
mother-infant bonding.
False
B
. Critical components of infant programming encompass
alternative models for delivering programs
C
. A severely involved child requires less food because
he/she cannot move as much as the normal child
D . If the person providing home programm ing to infants
is trained in earlv childhood developmc^nt it is not
necessary to employ a soeecn paittiotogist _
E
.
Homogeneous grouping for parents groups has beerL
found to be one of the most effectiye approaches for
Ti.nrking with fn milififl^
To a coi
siderab.
Extent
Don ' t
Know
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 5
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To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following
statements?
Please rate according to the following scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
a « b . c . d . e
.
^ In early childhood programming the skills of a
therapist are most effectively utilized in an
individual clinical treatment setting.
g Parent support systems are often more important
than the direct educational program provided
for an infant.
Q It is important for all persons programming for
infants and toddlers to experience 'the various
physical positions in which most physically
handicapped children are bound.
g It is not really necessary for
persons working with
f'amilies to be skilled in recognizing the stages
of grief which parents are experiencing.
g Parents deal with the reality
of their child s
handicap at about the same rate in small group
sessions as they do in individual counseling.
Thank you for your cooperation.
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1 . To what extent are you familiar with the following items?
To a cor
siderabl
Not At All Somewhat Extent
_P6V6lopniental therapy as a therapeutic curriculum
B. Social and emotional milestones in normal child
development
C
.
The practice of varying adult roles techniques, to
suit a child’s developmental level"
B
. Your own reactions to severe problem behaviors
in children
B • The work of developmental theorists such as
Erikson, Piaget, and Loevinger
2. Are the following statements true or false?
True
A. Developmental therapy is a treatment process which
focuses heavily on i idividual therapy for children
B
.
Developmental therapy is essentially a treatment process
based on sequential elimination of a child’s natholopries
Don ' t
False Know
C
. Developmental therapy is conducted within the four areas
of behavior, communication, socialization and academics
because almost all social, psychological, and motor skills
normal children learn can be grouped in these four categories,
D
.
According to developmental therapy a child in the treatment
program will improve as he learns to express inter-psychic
conflicts openly.
E Techniques are chosen at each stage dependent on the
child’s ability to implement alternative behaviors.
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statements?^^^
agree or disagree with the following
Please rate according to the following scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
A
.
Children should be grouped together in a therapy
classroom based on their chronological age and
Ume of problem behavior.
a. b . c
.
d. e.
B
. The only v’ay some children learn is through
-punishmeiit.
C
. Emotional and behavioral disturbances in a young
child are interv’oven with normal functioning.
D
.
For the trained person, it is fairly easy to decide
v’hen a child’s behavior is normal or abnormal
E Children learn best in a free and non-restrictive
environment.
Thank you for your cooperation.
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L. Listed belov are the goals of tlie institute as defined bv the institute trainerfsi
; rndjcate the extent to .htch you think Ute institute .as succesaMm acSg eacL
^
Indtcate your ansver to each goal by circling the number corresponding to your an^r.
1 - very successful 2 = successful
Goal
3 - somewhat successful 4 = unsuccessful
Somev'hat
Successful Successful Successful
Acquire an overview of existing delivery systems 1 2
for infants
Acquire basic in fomnation neces sary to 1 2
services for infants
P* Gain insight into diagnostie and evaluation 1 2
procedures
). Learn remedial techniques used in prespeech 1 2
and language and early motor development
Learn general strategies for the delivery of 1 2
programs to the homebound 0-3 age child
^ Gain knowledge and insight of the stages of 1 2
grief common to all parents of handicapped children
.
To v^hat extent are you familiar with the following items?
Not At All Somewhat
3
3
Unsuccess
ful
4
4
4
4
.
4
To A
Considerable
Extent
Appropriate handling for physically
i
handicapped children
The normal pre-speech and feeding process
^ Techniques for implementing handling and
feeding programs
Working v ith families of younger handicapped
infants
l‘. Various approaches for providing direc t
services to handicapped infants and toddlers
i’. The day-to-day implementation of
I
Iransdisciplinary programs
POST QUKS'nONNAlPE
3. Are the foUov ing statements true or false?
'True False
1a . The James Nutrient Scale is useful for
observing mother-infant bonding.
I®-
Critical components o f infant nrogramming
encompass alternative models for deliverin
g
programs
C* A_severelv involved child requires less food because
he/she cannot move as much as the normal child
*0- If the person providing home programming to infants
is trained in early childhood developmait it is not
necessary to employ a speech pathologist
|E. Homogeneous grouping for parents groups has been
found to be one of the most effective approac^hes for
vorking vith families
.
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Don't
Knov
i4. To vhat extent do you agree or disagree v ith the folloving statements?
Please rate according to the folioving scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
a, b. c, d, e^
'A. In early childhood programming the skills of a
therapist are most effectively utilized in a
individual clinical treatment setting.
J B. Parent support systems are often more important
than the direct educational program provided for
' an infant.
" C
. It is important for all persons programming for
infants and toddlers to experience the various
physical positions in vhich most physically
handicapped child are bound.
POST QUESTIONNAIHE
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D
.
_It is not really necessary for persons v'orking v»i th
families to be skilled in recoffliz ing the stages of
grief which parents are experiencing.
E. Pareats deal with the reality of their child’s
handicap at about the same rate in small group
sessions as they do in individual counseling.
Thank you for your cooperation.
POST QUESTIONNAIRE
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SECTION III
Items in this section are designed to address specific content of the institute you attend. Your
response will determine the effectiveness of the institute in meeting its stated goals and assess
the degree to which new knowledge and information was transmitted.
1 . Listed below are tlie goals of the institute as defined by the institute trainer(s). Please
indicate the extent to which you think the institute was successful in achieving each goal.
Indicate your ansver to each goal by circling the number corresponding to your ansv^r.
1 = very successful 2 = successful 3 = somewhat successful 4 = unsuccessful
Very Somewhat Unsucc
Goal Successful Successful Successful ful
A. Develop working use of techniques to teach 1 2 3 4
children meansof expressing feelings,
socializing successfully and responding
to adults
B. Adapt techniques to child’s stage of development 1
to manage behavior and select appropriate reinforcers
2. To what extent are you familiar with the following items?
Not At All
A. Developmental therapy as a therapeutic _
curriculum
B. Social and emotional milestones in normal _
child development
C. The practice of varying adult roles techniques.
to suit a child's developmental level
D. Your own reactions to severe problem _
behaviors in children
E. The work of develot^ental theorists such _
as Erikson. Piaget, and Loevinger
Somewhat
To A
Considerable
Extent
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3. Are tlie follov iiig .statements true or false?
!
True
I
y Developmental therapy is a treatment process
,
v'hich focuses heavily on individual therapy
for children
B. Developmental therapy is essen tially a
treatment process based on sequential
elimination of a child’s pathologies
JD^xalopmeiital therapy is conducted within
the four areas of behavior, communication,
-Socialization and academics because almost
all social, psychological, and motor skills
-normal children learn can be grouped in these
four categories.
therapy a child
in the treatment program will improve as he
learns to express inter-psychic conflicts openly,
Techniques are chosen at each stage
dependent on the child’s ability to
implement alternative behaviors.
False
B18
Don't
Knov
.1. To V hat extent do you agree or disagree vith the folloving statements?
Please rate according to the follov ing scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
a, b. c, ^
A, rhildren sh ould he grouped together ilV-aJhe£S.lML
classroom based on their chronological age and
t3^pe of problem behavior.
:B. The only wav .some children leam is through
punishment.
!C. Emotional and behavioral disturbanegff in a yogiig,
child are interwoven with normal functioning
POST questionnaire
203
Pai;o 8
B18
jD. For the trained person, it is fairly easy to decide
v’hen a child’s behavior is normal or abnormal""
jE . ChildroD. lG3.rn. bost In sl froo a.nd non—rcstrictivo
environment.
I
i
l^Thank you for your cooperation.
I
I
APPENDIX L
Pilot Test B
Report of Results of Pre- and
Post-Training Questionnaire
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Attached are three documents which contain a summary of data compiled from
the pre- and post-institute questionnaires of the CEC institute which you
attended on May 29-30, 1978 in Vancouver, British Columbia. The following
explanations should assist you in reviewing each document.
Document 1 - Comparison of Data from Section III of the Pre- and Post-
Institute Questionnaire
These figures indicate the percentage of group responses
to each item and compare pre- and post-group responses.
I - Data indicates whether a greater percentage
of the group become more familiar with the
given item as a result of the institute.
II - The correct TRUE/FALSE answer to each state-
ment is indicated. The data reflects the per-
centage of group responses to the correct
answer on both the pre- and post-institute
questionnai res.
Ill - Arrows at the end of each statement indicate
the desired direction for the data to shift
as a result of the institute. An arrow
pointing left ( ^) would indicate a desired
movement toward greater agreement with the
statement, while an arrow pointing right (->)
would indicate a desired movement toward greater
disagreement with the statement.
The results of data from the items in these three groups
indicate a change from group's entry levels with regard
to knowledge, skills and attitude relevant to the specific
institute topic.
Document 2 - Pre-Institute Questionnaire
Total number of persons responding to the pre-institute
questionnaire is indicated at the top of the first page.
Corresponding to each item is the actual number of N
responses to that item.
Document 3 - Post-Institute Questionnaire
Total number of persons responding to the post-institute
questionnaire is indicated at the top of the first P396*
• Corresponding to each item is the actual number of N
responses to that item.
«. etc PRE-TRAINING INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE
Total Respondents = 21
iIection I
he information obtained in this sertinn wm j i.
nstitute group and thus assist the trainprWn ^ determine the makeup of the
-rogram.
^ rainer in preparation prior to the training
B15
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Which
1
7 8
9
choice below most accurately describes your position?
Director of Special Education
Principal Public School - Elem
Principal Public School - Second.
Principal /Director Private School
Superintendent or Assistant Sup't.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Elem.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Second.
Special Education Classroom Teacher
Special Education Resource Teacher
or Consultant
State Department Personnel
1 1
. Speech
11 2 . Psychologist
1 3. Counselor
1 ^« Social Worker
^ 1 5. Program Supervisor
2 16. Teacher Educator
1 7. Parent
~^8. Other, Please specify
How long have you been in your present position?
7 1 . Less than 1 year
10 2 , 1-4 years
4 3 . 5-10 years
4. over 10 years
. How would you describe the facility
!• Public School - Elem.
2. Public School - Second.
3. Preschool /Nursery School
4. Public Supported Residential
5. Private Residential
6. College or University
7' State Department
. What is the size of the population i
facility serves?
in which you work?
8. Emotionally Disturbed
9. Mentally Retarded
10. Physically Handicapped
11. Speech Impaired
12. Hearing Impaired
13. Visually Impaired
14. Learning Disabled
f the geographical area which your
1. 5,000 - 15,000 2 5. 100,001 - 500,000
2 2. 15,001 - 25,000 6 6. 500,001 - 1 million
0 3. 25,001 - 50,000 1 7. 1 million - 2 million
5 4. 50,001 - 100,000 0 8. over 2 million
. Are you a CEC member?
9 1 . Yes
122. No
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 2 207
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How would you describe your current job responsibilities?
Please indicate your previous professional experience, indicating type of
facility, age and disability of population, and job responsibilities.
Below are listed 5 levels of post secondary school education. Next to the
degrees which apply to you, please indicate the year you completed your
studies and the field of concentration.
Level Year Completed Field of Concentration
Bachelors -
Masters
Certificate of Advanced
Study
Doctorate
Post Doctorate
^
Other, please specify 1— ’
PRE
-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 3
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SECTION II
Responses to the following questions will assist CEC in assessing
the accuracy of pronotional material and help trainers to highlight
indicated priority issues of the group.
1.
Why did you preregister for this institute?
... I
2.
What are your specific objectives of this institute?
3
.
In what ways do you expect the institute will help you in your
current position?
I'RL:
-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 4
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SECTION III
,
The following iter.s are designed to assess the effectiveness of the
: institute you will be attending in attaining its stated goals.
]
The intention is to obtain comparison data between pre and post
I questionnaires and in no way to grade respondents individually.
I
1. To what extent are you familiar with the following items?
I
^ To a CO
I
siderab
Not At All Somewhat Extent
_Appropriate handling- for physically 3- 12 6
handicapped children
B. The normal pre-soeech and feeding process 3 14 4
C. Techniques for imnlementing handling and 6 11 4
feeding programs
D. Workinc \^ith families of vounger handicapped 5 11 5
Infants
E. Various aonroaches for nrovidlnc: direct services 4 7 10
to handicapoed infants and toddlers
F. The dav-to-day imolementation of transdisclpllnary 4 12 4
programs
Are the following statements true or false?
True False
Don't
Know
A. The James Nutrient Scale is useful for observing
mother-infant bonding. 6 4 11
B
. Critical components of Infant programming encompass
alternative models for delivering programs 18 0
3
C. A severelv Involved child requires less food because
he/she cannot m.ove as much as the normal child O'
• 14 • 6
D . If the person providing home prosTramming to infants
Is trained in ear’.v childhood development it is not
^
necessary lo env.r.ov a speech paltlioloutst 2
E. Homogeneous grauning for parents fp’ouns has been
found to be one o: the most effective approaches for
^ 6 8
xir.rkin}r ifh faruLLes
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3. To what extent do you agree
statements?
or disagree with the following
Please rate according to the following scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
In early childhood programming the skills of a
therapist are most effectively utilized in an
individual clinical treatment setting.
g ^ Parent support systems are often more important
than the direct educational program provided
for an infant.
f® important for all persons programming
for infants and toddlers to experience the '
physical positions in which most physically
handicapped children are bound.
- — —
— ^
grief which parents are experiencing.
g Parents deal with the reality of their child's
'handicap at about the same rate in small group
sessions as they do in individual counseling.
a. b. c
.
d. e.
1 3 1 9 7
7 11 1 . 1 0
us
2 12 6 0 0
ith
of
0 0 0 7 13
0 .1 6 13 0
Thank you for your cooperation.
CEC P0ST-TR.\L\INC; QUESTIONNAIHE
Total Number Kospondents = 25
jigning youf name at the end of this form is OMtinn ii but rin
D the folloving questions.
p o al, but do give us your unreserved reactions
lECTION I
I
. Which institute did you attend?
Code # B ]^5
Toddlers Ages Birth to
Date May 29- 30, 1978
Three Years
Location Vancouver, British ColT^ia
Which choice belov most accurately describes your position?
1. Director of Special Education
2. Principal Public School - Elem.
3. Principal Public School - Second.
4. Principal/Director Private School
5. Superintendent or Assistant Sup't.
6. Regular Classroom Teacher - i:iem.
7. Regular Classroom Teacher - Second.
8. Special Education Classroom Tt'acher
9. Special Education Resource Toucher
or Consultant
3
3
10
10. State Department Personnel
11. Speech
12. Psychologist
13. Counselor
14. Social Worker
15. Program Supervisor
16. Teacher Educator
17. Parent
18. Other, please specify
.
Hov long have you been in your present position?
1. Less than 1 year
2. 1-4 years
4 3. 5-10 years
4. over 10 years
.
Hov’ vould you describe the facility in v-hlch you work?
1. Public School - Elem. 8. Emotionally Disturbed
2. Public School - Second. 9. Mentally Retarded
3. Preschool/Nursery School 10. Physically Handicapped
4. Public Supported Residential 11. Speech Impaired
5. Private Residential 12. Hearing Impaired
6. College or University 13. Visually Impaired
7. State Department 14. Learning Disabled
What is the size of the population of the geographical area which your facility serves
i_ 1. 5,000 - 15,000 3 5. 100,001 - 500,000
1 2. 15,001 - 25,000 9 6. 500, 001 - 1 million
3 3. 25,001 - 50,000
_J_ 7. 1 million - 2 million
^4. 50,001 - 100,000 0 8. over 2 million
POST questionnaire
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1
_11 1. Yes
13 2. No
OTION n
Is section vM\ assess four major aspects of the institute: presenters, materials format
1 environment. The fifth subsection addresses general items relevant to the overall
of the institute.
I Presenters
I Hov vould 5^ou rate each of the presenters with respect to the following attrilxites?
Please circle the number you feel is most appropriate according to the following scales
a. no improvement needed
b. some improvement needed
c. substantial improvement needed
Smiley Williamson
name name namo
i ability to motivate participants
8
a
15
b
1
c
23
a
1
b c
0
a b c
C degree of preparation
21
a
3
b
0
c
24
a
0
b c
0
a b c
£ knowledge of content
20
a
4
b
0
c
24
a
0
b c
0
a b c
C management skills of the class
10
a
14
b
0
c
20
a
4
b c
0
a b c
3 responsiveness to questions
18
a
6
b
0
c
22
a
2
b c
0
a b c
£ sensitivity to class needs
16
a
7
b
0
c
24
a
0
b c
0
a b c
i lack of annoying personal mannerisms
15
a
9
b
0
c
21
a
3
b c
0
a b c
lability to stay on-task
13
a
11
b
0
c
22
a b^ c
0
a b c
[degree of organization
14
a
10
b
0
c
22
a
1
b c
0
a b c
1 degree of interpersonal skills
17
a
7
b
0
c
22
a
2
b c
0
a b c
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1. Did the audio-visual materials enhance the learning process?
a. yes, very definitely
_Z b. yes, somevhat
_Q c. no, please explain
2. Did printed materials and/or manuals effectively accompany the presentation and
instruction?
a. yes, very definitely
^ b. yes, somev'hat
c. no, please explain
3. Do reference and resource materials appear to be helpful to you in your home setting?
19 a. yes, very definitely
_§ b. yes, somevhat
c* ao, please explain
C. Format
1. How would you judge the lengtii of the institute?
Q a. Too long 6 b. Too short 19 c. About right
2. Small group activities (if applicable) v'ere
a. facilitative
_4 yes 2. no
b. well organized ^ yes no
c. V ell timed for length 4 yes 1 no
3. Activities completed individually (if applicable) v-ere
a. facilitative 7 yes 1 no
b. well organized 7 yes ^ no
c, v eil timed for length 5 yes 2 no
Lecture presentations were
a. facilitative oA yes 0 no
b, veil organized 24 yes 1 no
c. well timed for length 21 yes 3 no
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Environment
1. The room set-up vas facilitative in accomplishing institute goals and enhancing group
interaction.
22 a. agree 3 b. disagree
2. Tliere vere no acoustical problems.
a. agree
^ b. disagree
3. The room v as clean and orderly.
24 a. agree
_1 b. disagree
4. This V as a good facility for a CEC institute.
24 a. agree
_q b. disagree
Generally.
. .
1. Hov veil did the institute meet your ovn interest and areas of concern?
15 a. very veil
9 b. adequately
.
0 c. poorly, please explain
2. Are you leaving the institute vith new skills and practical recommendations which will
assist you in your own work?
17 a. yes, very definitely
^ b. yes, somewhat
0 c. no, please explain
3. To vhat degree did the title and overview in preregistration publicity adequately reflect
the actual content and activities of this particular institute?
14 a. very v eil
^
b. adequately
2 c. poorly, please explain
4. Would you recommend this institute to your colleagues or other
persons working in this field?
24 a, yes
POST QUESTiONNAIRK 215 Page 5
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What did you like best of all about the institute?
6.
Please list things you would like to see changed or done differently if the institute
were offered again.
7,
What do you consider to be the major strengths of the institute?
8.
What do you consider to be the major weaknesses of the institute?
9.
List specific areas of interests not covered in this institute which you would like to
see addressed in a follow-up institute?
10.
Please add any additional comments about the institute.
POST QUESTIONNAIPL’
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rtems in this section are designed to address specific content of the institute you attend Your
..•esponse will determine the effectiveness of the institute in meeting its stated goais and assess
'the degree to which new knowledge and information was transmitted.
. Listed below are the goals of tlie institute as defined by the institute trainer(s). Please
indicate the extent to v hich you think the institute was successful in achieving each goal.
Indicate j-our ansver to each goal by circling the number corresponding to your onlv.er.
1 = very successful 2 = successful 3 = somewhat successful 4 = unsuccessful
Somewhat Unsuccesi
^221 Successful Successful Successful ful
Acquire an overview of existins: deliverv svstems 1
=
2
9 3^ 4^
for infants
1®A^mireJXLslc. information necessarv to establish
services for infants
2
8 3^ 4^
Gain insight into diagnostic and evaluation
procedures
1 5
8
1
2 11 38
3
’
V
Learn remedial techniques used in presoeech 2
9
4'
and language and early motor development
A 13Learn general strategies for the deliverv of
programs to the homebound 0-3 age child
1
^
2 3^
1
4
Gain knowledge and insight of the stages of 2 11 3 ^ 4
grief common to all parents of handicapped children
To what extent are you f.-unlUar with the following items? To A
Considerable
Not At All Somewhat Extent
Anoronriate handling for ohvsicallv 0 12 12
handicapped children
The normal pre-speech and feeding process 0 14 9
Techniques for implementing handling and 0 15 8
feeding programs
Working with families of younger handicapped 0 15 9
infants
Various approaches for providing direct 0 14 10
services to handicapped infants and toddlers
The dav-to-dav implementation of 0 17 6
transdiscipiinary programs
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Are the follov ing f?Uitementt< true or false?
True
The James Nutrient Scale is useful for
1
j
observing mother-infant bonding. 2 '
3* Critical cornponents of infant orogrramming
i
!
oncompass alternative models fot;* delivering 22
I
programs
p • A_ severely involved child requires less food because
I
he/she cannot move as much as the normal child n
3. If the person providing home programming to infants
1
is trained in early childhood development it is not
I
necessary to employ a speech pathologist 2
!
3. Homogeneous grouping for parents groups has been
^ found to be one of the most effective approaches for
i
vorking with families
.
Pulse
0
1
23.
20
2
Don't
Knov
1
0
JL
2
4
I
ij-l. To V hat extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
I
I
Please rate according to tlie follov ing scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
0 . neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagi'ee
Tn enrlv childhood programming the skills of a
therapis t are most effectively utilized in a
treatment setting.
:) B. Parent support systems are often more important
j
than the direct educational program provided for
’ an infant,
a.
1
10
b. c, d, ^
0 1 12 8
9 1 1 - __2.
["C. It is imnortan t for all persons programming for
' *
infants and toddlers to experience the various
phv
s
ical positions in which most physically
handicapped child arc lx)und.
POST qukstionnaikf:
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D
,
-It is got really necessary for nf^rsons vorkinfr yj th
lamllies tg be RkillGdlti-iLngogijj£m.£^
^ief whioh pnrRnt-q arp f^xperiencing
. 1 o n
E. Jganeiita deal vith tbiLxealitv.Qt their child’s
I
handicap at about the same rate in small group
j
sessions as they do in individual counseling. i j
I
I
jThank you for your cooperation.
COMPARISON DATA
Percentage of Group Responses to Items in Section III
PRE- AND POST- INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRES
INSTITUTE B15
Presented May 29-30, 1978
Vancouver, British Columbia
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I
)1. EXTEilT OF FAMILIARITY WITH
a. Appropriate handling for physically
i handicapped children
Pre
Post
b. The normal pre- speech and
feeding process
Pre
Post
c. Techniques for implementing handling
and feeding programs
Pre
Post
d. Working with families of younger
handicapped infants
Pre
Post
e. Various approaches for providing
direct services to handicapped
infants and toddlers
Pre
Post
f. The day-to-day implementation of
transdisciplinary programs
Pre
Post
Not at
All
To a consider
Somewhat able Extent
14%
0%
14%
0%
29%
0%
24%
0%
19%
0%
19%
0%
57%
48%
67%
56%
52%
60%
52%
60%
33%
56%
57%
68 %
29%
48%
19%
36%
19%
32%
24%
36%
48%
40%
19%
24%
2 . TRUE/FALSE
221
B15-2
a. The James Nutrient Scale is useful for
observing mother-infant bonding
Correct answer - TRUE
Pre
Post
b. Critical components of intant
programming encompass alternative
models for delivering programs
True
29%
88 %
False
19%
0%
Don't Know
52%
4%
Correct answer - TRUE
Pre
Post
c. A severely involved child requires
less food because he/she cannot move
as much as the normal child
Correct answer - FALSE
Pre
Post
•d. If the person providing home programming
to infants is trained in early childhood
development it is not necessary to
employ a speech pathologist
Correct answer - FALSE
Pre 10%
Post 8%
e. Homogeneous grouping for parents
groups has been found to be one of
the most effective approaches for
working with fcimilies
Correct answer - TRUE
86%
88%
0%
0%
Pre 29%
Post 68%
0%
4%
67%
92%
90%
80%
14%
0%
29%
4%
0%
8 %
29%
8%
38%
16%
3. EXTENT OF AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMINT WITH
B15-3 222
a. In early childhood programming
the skills of a therapist are
most effectively utilized in a
individual clinical treatment
setting
Strongly
Agree Neutral Disagree
Desired movement
Pre 5%
Post 4%
Parent support systems are often more
important than the direct educational
program provided for an infant
14%
0%
Desired movement
Pre 33% 52%
Post 40% 36%
c. It is important for all persons
programming for infants and toddlers
to experience the various physical
positions in which most physically
handicapped child are bound
Desired movement ^ "
Pre 10% 57%
Post 44% 36%
5%
4%
5%
4%
29%
4%
43%
48%
5%
4%
0%'
0%
d. It is not really necessary for
persons working with families to
be skilled in recognizing the
stages of grief which parents
are experiencing
Desired movement
Pre 0%
Post 4%
0% 0% 33%
0% 0% 20%
e. Parents deal with the reality
of their child's handicap at
about the same rate in small
group sessions as they do in
individual counseling
Desired movement
Pre 0%
Post 4%
5%
8 %
29% 62%
20% 40%
Strongly
Disagree
33%
32%
0%
8 %
0%
4%
62%
72%
0%
20%
B18CEC PRE-TRAINIliG If^STITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE
Total number respondents = 32
Eease complete all Sections I, II,
1:6 institute in Vancouver.
and III and remember to bring it with you to
ACTION I
223
•ae information obtained in this section will help determine the makeup of thP
rogram!^
trainer in preparation prior to the training
Wnich choice below inost accurately describes your position?
ST-B.
9^ .
Director of Special Education
Principal Public School - Elem.
Principal Public School - Second.
Principal /Director Private School
Superintendent or Assistant Sup't.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Elem.
Regular Classroom Teacher - Second.
Special Education Classroom Teacher
Special Education Resource Teacher
or Consultant
6 .
7.
8 .
State Department Personnel
Speech
Psychologist
Counselor
Social Worker
Program Supervisor
Teacher Educator
Parent
Other, Please specify
How long have you been in your present position?
8 1. Less than 1 year
1-4 years
9
3. 5-10 years
4 4. over 10 years
[. How would you describe the facility in which you work?
1. Public School - Elem. 8. Emotionally Disturbed
2. Public School - Second. 9. Mentally Retarded
3. Preschool /Nursery School 10. Physically Handicapped
4. Public Supported Residential 11. Speech Impaired
5. Private Residential 12. Hearing Impaired
6. College or University 13. Visually Impaired
7. State Department 14. Learning Disabled
L What is the size of the population of the geographical area which your
facility serves?
5 1. 5,000 - 15,000 3 5. 100,001 - 500,000
1 2. 15,001 - 25,000 5 6. 500,001 - 1 million
3 3. 25,001 - 50,000 4 7. 1 million - 2 million
7 4. 50,001 - 100,000 2 8. over 2 million
Are you a CEC member?
Ill
. Yes
212. No
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 2
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224How would you describe your current job responsibilities?
Please indicate your previous orofessional experience, indicating type of
facility, age and disaolity of population, and job responsibilities.
Below are listed 5 levels of post secondary school education. Next to the
degrees which apply to you, please indicate the year you completed your
studies and the field of concentration.
Level Year Completed Field of Concentration
Bachelors
Masters
Certificate of Advanced
Study
Doctorate
Post Doctorate
Other, please specify
PRE
-QUESTIONNAIRE Page 3
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SECTION II
Responses to the following questions will assist CEr in athe accuracy of promotional material and help trainers toiridicated priority issues of the group.
1. Why did you preregister for this institute?
2. VJhat are your specific objectives of this institute?
3 . In what ways do you expect the institute will help you
current position?
225
sessing
highlight
in your
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SECTION III 226
The following itens are designed to assess the effectiveness of thpinstitute you will be attending in attaining its staUrgoalsThe intention is to obtain cot;parison data betv.-een pre an^;!;!questionnaires and in no way to grade respondents individually.
1. To vliat extent are you familiar with the following items?
To a cor
siderab]
Not At All Somewhat Extent
A. Developmental theranv as a therapeutic curriculum 13 19 n
Social and emotional milestones in normal child 2 21
^
9
development
C. The practice of varying adult roles techniques, to 10 17 4
suit a child's developmental level
D. Your ovn reactions to severe problem behaviors 0 13 19
in children
E. The work of developmental theorists such as 1 26 5
Erikson, Piaget, and Loevinger
Are the following statements true or false?
True False
Don ' t
Know
A. Developmental therapv is a treatment process which
focuses heavily on iidividual therapv for children 14 6 11
B , Developmental therapy is essentially a treatment process
based on sequential elimination of a child's nathologies 7 9 14
C. Developmental therapv is conducted v-ithin the four areas
of behavior, communication, socialization and academics
because almost aii social, psvchological . and motor skills 16 2 12
normal children learn can be srrouped in the.^o tour categories.
D . According to developmental theranv a child in the treatment
program vill irnnrove as he learns to express inter-psvchic
contlicts openly. 2
E
. Techniques are chosen at each stage dependent on the
child's a hllifv to imnlcmont altornntivo hohavior s. 18
2 9
PRE-QUESTIONNAIRE 227 Page 5
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3. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the followinai;tatements? ^
Please rate according to the following scale:
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
a. b. c
.
d. e.
A. Children should be srouped too-ether in a therapy
classroom based on their chronolog^ical ajie and
type of problem behavior. 0 3 11 13 5
B. The only way some children learn is through
_punishme.nt.. 1 2 3 11 14
C. Ehnotional and behavioral disturbances in a young
child are interv’oven with normal functioning. 11 18 3 0 0
D. For the trained person, it is fairly easy to decide
v’hea a child's behavior is normal or abnormal 2 7 7 12 4
E. Children learn best in a free and non-restrictive
environment. 0 2 7 19 3
Thank you for your cooperation.
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CEC POST-TR/MNING INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRE
Total Number Respondents = 23
jigTiing your name at the end of this form is optional,
3 the folloving questions.
but do give us your unreserved reactions
ECTION I
Which institute did you attend?
Code #
T'itlo
frohlM P^llOTifir While Fostering Emotional
^ f M*
* P- Weller. K. Davis. B. Enningor GrowthDate May 29-30, 1978 ^Jrow n
Location Vancouver, British Columbia
!j. Which choice belov- most accurately describes your position?
2 1. Director of Special Education
2. Principal Public School - Elem.
3. Principal Public School - Second.
4. Principal /Director Private School
5. Superintendent or Assistant Sup’t.
•1 6. Regular Classroom Teacher - Elem.
7. Regular Classroom Teacher - Second.
6 8. Special Education Classroom Teacher
9. Special Education Resource Teacher
or Consultant
|i. Hov’ long have j'ou been in your present position?
6 1. Less than 1 year
I
6 2. 1-4 years
^ 3. 5-10 years
4. over 10 years
jl. How would you describe the facility in which you work?
8. Emotionally Disturbed
9. Mentally Retarded
10. Physically Handicapped
11. Speech Impaired
12. Hearing Impaired
13. Visually Impaired
14. Learning Disabled
.5. What is the size of the population of the geographical area which your facility serves?
2 1. 5,000 - 15,000 5 5. 100,001 - 500,000
1 2. 15,001 - 25,000 4 6. 500, 001 - 1 million
0 3. 25,001 - 50,000
4 7. 1 million - 2 million
4 4. 50,001 - 100,000
0 8. over 2 million
1. Public School - Elem.
2. Public School - Second.
3. Preschool/Nursery School
4. Public Supported Residential
5. Private Residential
6. College or University
7. State Department
2 10. State Department Personnel
11. Speech
^ 12. Psychologist
^
13. Counselor
3 14. Social Worker
1 15. Program Supervisor
^ 16. Teacher Educator
17. Parent
4 18. Other, please specify
POST QUESTIONNAIRE
Are you a CEC member?
' 1. Yes
13 2. No
:
tCTION n
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fis vSection vill assess four major aspects of the institute: presenters, materials, format
|3 environment. The fifth subsection addresses general items relevant to the overall
tictloning of the institute,
I Presenters
Hov vould j'ou rate each of the presenters with respect to the following attributes ?
Please circle the number you feel is most appropriate according to the following scales
a. no improvement needed
b. some improvement needed
c. substantial improvement needed
Weller Davis Enninoer
name name name
1 ability to motivate participants
6 9 6 18 3 0 13 5 1
a b C a b c a b c
1 degree of preparation
16 4 1 19 2 0 20 0 0
a b c a b c a b c
14 6 0 18 2 0 18 1 0
) knowledge of content a b c a b c a b c
11 9 0 15 6 0 17 4 0
1 management skills of the class a b c a b c a b c
13 7 0 20 1 0 20 0 0
1 responsiveness to questions a b c a b c a b c
10 9 2 17 4 0 16 4 1
1 sensitivity to class needs a b c a b c a b c
I
( lack of annoying personal mannerisms
14 5 1 20 0 0 20 0 0
a b c a b c a b c
18 3 0 20 1 0 18 3 0
f ability to stay on-task a b c a b c a b c
17 4 0 19 2 0 17 4 0
* degree of organization a b c a b c a b c
12 8 0 18 2 0 18 2 0
r degree of interpersonal skills a b c a b c a b
c
Materials
POST QUESnONXAiaK 230 Pago 3
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1. Did Uie audio-visual materials enhance tlie learning process ?
1? . a
.
yes, very definitely
^ b. yes, some .’ hat
.2 c. no, please explain
2. Did printed materials and/or manuals effectively accompany the presentation and
instruction ?
8 a. yes, very definitely
® b. yes, somewhat
^
c. no, please explain
3. Do reference and resource materials appear to be helpful to you in your home setting?
12 a. yes, very definitely
10 b. yes, somewhat
.2 c. no, please explain
Format
1. How vould you judge the length of the institute?
2 a. Too long 1 b. Too short 10 c. About right
2. Small group activities (if applicable) were
a. facilitative 2:> yes
b. veil organized 22 yes ]^no
c. V ell timed for length 10 yes 4 no
Activities completed individually (if applicable) were
a, facilitative 12 yes 4 no
b. well organized 12 yes
_3 no
c, v eil timed for length 11 yes 3 no
Lecture presentations were
a. facilitative 19 yes 1 no
b. veil organized 20 yes 0 no
c. well timed for length 12 yes 7 no
JCrivironmcnt
POST questionnaire 231 Page 4
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1. The room set-up vas facilitative in accomplishing institute goals and enhancing group
interaction.
f
19 a. agree 4 b. disagree
(
2. TTiere vere no acoustical problems.
a. agree
^3 disagree
3. The room vas clean and orderly.
_22^ a. agree
_0 b. disagree
4. This V as a good facility for a CEO institute.
a. agree
_4 b. disagree
Generally.
. .
1. Hov veil did the institute meet your own interest and areas of concern?
3
a. very v eil
19 b. adequately
c, poorly, please explain
2. Are you leaving the institute with new skills and practical recommendations which will
assist you in your own work?
4
a, yes, very definitely
b. yes, somewhat
0 c, no, please explain
3. To what degree did uhe title and overview in preregistration publicity adequately reflect
the actual content and activities of this particular institute?
5
a. very well
b. adequately
6 c, poorly, please explain —
4. Would you recommend this institute to your colleagues or other persons
w-orking in this field
18 a. yes
POST QU£STIONNAiat: 232 Page 5
5.
What did you like best of all about the institute?
B18
6.
Please list things you would like to see changed or done differently if the institute
were offered again.
7.
What do you consider to be the major strengtlis of the institute?
8.
W^hat do you consider to be the major weaknesses of the institute?
9.
List specific areas of interests not covered in this institute which you would like to
see addressed in a follow-up institute?
10.
Please add any additional comments about the institute.
233
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ECTION III
ems in this section are designed to address specific content of the institute you attend. Your
psponse will determine tlie effectiveness of the institute in meeting its stated goals and assess
p degree to which new knowledge and information was transmitted.
Listed below are tJ:e goals of the institute as defined by the institute trainer(s). Please
indicate the extent to v nich you thin'c tlie mstituto was successful in achieving each goal.
Indicate \-our ansver to each goal by circling tlie number corresponding to your answer.
1 - very successful
Goal
2 - successful 3 = somewhat successful 4 = unsuccessful
Very Somewhat
Successful Successful Successful
Unsucc
ful
• • .Develop working use of techniques to teach 1 ^ 2 3
^
children nieansof expressing feelings,
socializing successfully and responding
to adults
• Adapt techniques to child’s stage of development12 3 4
to manage behavior and select appropriate reinforcers
To what extent are you Runiliar with the following items? ' To A
Considerable
Not At All Somewhat Extent
Developmental therapy as a therapeutic 3 10 8
curriculum
Social iind emotional milestones in normal 1 1 20
child development
The oracrice of varving adult roles techniaues. 0 8 14
to suit a child’s developmental level
Your own reactions to severe nroblem 0 6 17
behaviors in children
The work of developmental theorists such 1
11 11
as Erikson. Piaget, and Loevinger
POST questionnaire 234 Pago 7
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(. Are tte folloving FLntcmcnts true or false?
True
. Developmental theranv is a trentmonf
False
'p’hich focuses heavilv on individual therapy
for children 15 5
.
Developmental therapy is essentially a
treatment process based on sequential
elimination of a child’s pathologies 20 1
• JD£y.qlQpineiitaL.tIierapy. is conducted -within
the four areas of behavior, communication,
Socialization and academics because almost
all social, psychological, and motor skills
normal children learn can be grouned in these 20 0
four categories.
. According to develonmental theranv a child
in the treatment program, will imnrove as he
learns to express inter-psvchic conflicts openly. 13 2
Techniques are chosen at each stage
;
dependent on the child’s abilit^^ to
I
implement alternative behaviors.
B18
Don't
Knov
0
1
4
To vhat extent do you agree or disagree vith the foUoving statements?
i
Please rate according to the folloving scale:
; a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
a. b. c« ^
K, Children should be grouped_tO-gglhei: in_a^^apy.
classroom based on their chronological age and
tvne of nroblem behavior^
Thp onpr Y-oy Rptrift rhild^'ori leam is through
1 3 2 9 b
0 0 0 7 16
punisnmcnt;. — —
Emotional nnd behavioral disturjDanceaJn a young.
child are interwoven with normal functioning, 10- _J L-
-Q
POST QUESTIONNAIRE
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). For the trained person, it is f.ilrly easy to decide
vhen a child’s behavior is normal or abnorm al 3 11 4 5 0
C^Udren team be st in a free and non-res trie tive
environment.
—0 —4__ L - 10 Z
’hank you for your cooperation.
COMPARISON DATA
Percentage of Group Responses to Items in Section III
PRE- AND POST-INSTITUTE QUESTIONNAIRES
INSTITUTE B18
Presented May 29-30, 1978
Vancouver, British Columbia
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1. EXTENT OF FAMILIARITY WITH
a. Developmental therapy as a
therapeutic curriculum
Not at
All Somewhat
To a Consider—
able Extent
Pre
Post
b. Social and emotional milestones
in normal child development
Pre
Post
c. The practice of varying adult
roles techniques, to suit a
child's developmental level
Pre
Post
41%
13%
6 %
4%
31%
0%
d. Your own reactions to severe
problem behaviors in children
Pre
Post
•e. The work of developmental
theorists such as Erikson,
Piaget, and Loevinger
Pre
Post
0%
0%
3%
4%
59%
43%
66%
4%
53%
35%
41%
26%
81%
48%
0%
35%
28%
87%
13%
61%
59%
74%
16%
48%
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2 . TRUE/FALSE
a. Developmental therapy is a treatment
process which focuses heavily on
individual therapy for children
Correct answer - FALSE
Pre 44%
Post 65%
I
' b. Developmental therapy is essentially
a treatment process based on sequential
I
elimination of a child's pathologies
Correct answer - FALSE
i
I Pre 22%
' Post 87%
j
c. Developmental therapy is conducted
' within the four areas of behavior,
,
communication, socialization and
academics because almost all social,
psychological
,
and motor skills normal
children learn can be grouped in these
four categories
Correct answer - TRUE
I
Pre 50%
I
Post 87%
d. According to developmental therapy
a child in the treatment program
' will improve as he learns to express
I
inter-psychic conflicts openly
I Correct answer - FALSE
I
Pre 28%
Post 57%
e. Techniques are chosen at each
stage dependent on the child's
ability to implement alternative
behaviors
Correct answer - FALSE
Pre
Post
56%
83%
False
19%
22%
28%
4%
6%
0%
13%
87%
Don ' t Know
34%
0%
44%
0%
38%
4%
50%
17%
6%
13%
28%
0%
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EXTENT OF AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT WITH
Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree
a. Children should be grouped together
in a therapy classroom based on
their chronological age and type of
problem behavior
Desired movement
Pre 0%
Post 4%
9% 34% 41%
13% 87% 39%
b. The only way some children learn
is through punishment
Desired movement
Pre 3%
Post 0%
6% 9% 34%
0% 0% 30%
c. Emotional and behavioral
disturbances in a young child
are interwoven with normal
functioning
Desired movement
Pre 34%
Post 48%
d. For the trained person, it is
fairly easy to decide when a
child's behavior is normal or
abnormal
Desired movement
Pre 6%
Post 13%
e. Children learn best in a free
and non-restrictive environment
Desired movement
0%
0%
56% 9%
43% 4%
22 % 22 %
48% 17%
6%
17%
0%
4%
38%
22%
Strongly
Disagree
16%
26%
44%
70%
0%
0%
13%
0%
Pre
Post
22 %
4%
59%
43%
9%
30%
APPENDIX M
Guidelines for the Development of
the Evaluation System (Section IX)
GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPMENT
OF
CEC TRAINING INSTITUTES
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IX. Evaluation System (Form IX)
A. An evaluation system will be designed by CEC to assess effectiveness
of each training institute.
B. The evaluation system will consist of four administrations:
1. Pre-Training Questionnaire
2. Interi", Assessment
3. Post-Training Questionnaire
4. Delayed Post-Training Questionnaire
C. Pre-Train irg Questionnaire
1. will be mailed from CEC headquarters prior to the institute to
all persons who have preregistered for the institute
2. will contain three sections:
Section I - Demographic/Personal Information of Respondent
Section II - General information for institute attendance
Section III - Content - specific information relevant to the
individual institute
3. preregistrants will be directed to return Pre-Training Question-
naires in enclosed, addressed, stamped envelope to CEC by
designated date, no less than two weeks prior to the scheduled
institute
4. CEC will tabulate data and send summary to respective institute
coordinator no less than one week prior to the scheduled institute.
D. Interim Assessment
1. Institute trainer will distribute and collect at completion of
first cay of institute.
2. Information obtained will be purely for the use of the institute
trainer in determining any changes or modifications which should
be incorporated into the second day and/or changes which should
be mace during first day in replicated presentations.
3. Information obtained will assess participant's general feedback
regarcirg the first part of the institute; if expectations are
being met; if changes should be incorporated into remaining
sessions.
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E. Post-Training Questionnaire
1. Institute trainer will distribute and collect at completion of
institute program
2. CEC Conventions and Training Unit will receive all forms within
10 days upon completion of institute
3. will contain three sections:
Section I - Demographic/Personal Information of Respondent
Section II - Assessment of General institute aspects:
Presenters
Materials
Format
Environment
Section III - Content-specific information relevant to the
individual institute
4. CEC headquarters will tabulate all data and send summary to re-
spective institute trainer within 3 weeks upon receipt of forms
F. Delayed Post-Training Questionnaire
1. will be sent to all attendees from CEC headquarters three months
following completion of institute
2. will assess retention of knowledge and utilization and application
of skills gained at the institute
G. Each institute coordinator will provide CEC conventions and Training
Unit specific content information as requested on Form IX. This in-
formation will be incorporated into Section III of the Pre- and Post-
Training Questionnaires.
H. Items 1, 2, and 3 of Form IX will be incorporated in Section III of
both the Pre- and Post-Training Questionnaires. Data from these
items on the Pre-Questionnaire will indicate the group's entry level
relevant to knowledge, skills, and attitudes. Comparison data of
these items from the Pre- to the Post-Training Questionnaire will
assess on a group basis the change in knowledge, skills and attitudes
as a result of the institute training.
I. Item 4 of Form IX will be included in Section III of tne Post-Training
Questionnaire. Data from this item will assess how effectively institute
goals were achieved as perceived by the institute participants.
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CEC INSTITUTE
ON
(title of institute)
Important: This form is to be completed by the Institute Coordinator
Please make 3 copies:
Send 1 copy to: CEC Headquarters, Conventions and Training Unit
1920 Association Drive, Reston, VA 22091
Send 1 copy to: Institute Director, (name and address)
Retain 1 copy for your files
DEADLINE:
INSTITUTE EVALUATION FORM
The following categories will be incorporated into Section III of the Pre- and
Post-Training Questionnaires developed by CEC. Items in category 1-3 will
appear on both the Pre- and Post-Training Questionnaires, items in category
IV will appear only on the Post-Training Questionnaire.
Please provide at least five items for each of the four categories listed below.
Items should be selected such that:
A. Results of Pre-Training Questionnaire data will provide trainers
participants' entry levels in various knowledge, skill and
attitudinal areas prior to the training.
B. Results of comparison data of Pre- and Post-Training Question-
naires will reflect degree of change in knowledge, skill and
attitudes of participants as a result of the training.
Attached are some examples to assist you in completing Form IX.
Category I
To what extent are you familiar with the following items?
a. not at all
b. somewhat
c. to a considerable extent
1
.
FORM IX,
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a b c
2 .
3
.
4
.
5 .
Category II
Are the following statements True or False?
1
.
True False
I
I
I
2
.
3
.
4 .
page 2
Don’t Know
5 .
FORM IX, page 3
Category in
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To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
a. strongly agree
b. agree
c. neutral
d. disagree
e. strongly disagree
e
2
.
3 .
4
.
5
.
I
,
Category IV
j
Following are the goals of the institute as determined by the institute. trainer.
I
Please indicate the degree to which you feel each goal was achieved.
a. Very Successful
b. Successful
I
1
c. Somewhat Successful
I
d. Unsuccessful
3 .
4 .
APPENDIX N
Letters of Communication
Letter 1
Memo To: CEC Institute Prereglstrnnt
From:
Re:
Susan R, Solomon, Program Associate
, Conventions
& Training Programs
Institute Evaluation Process
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Completing an evaluation form is often a very dry and tedious activity which we
tend to put off until that inevitable "some time later". However, in an effort to
evaluate CEC' s training institutes, a new dimension of CEC's services to the field
of special education, we are developing an evaluation system to assess both content
and delivery of training materials , As you are a preregistrant to a CEC institute,
you are a crucial part in the development of this model. ?/e ask your cooperation
in completing the several forms of this system and in sharing your opinions and
feedback of the process. The instruments themselves will take only a few moments
for you to complete, and the information will be most helpful to CEC staff and
trainers in assessing the results of their efforts.
Prior to the institute, you are asked to complete a pre-^institute questionnaire.
This form is enclosed. Please respond to each item in the three sections and return
the questionnaire in the enclosed addressed stamped envelope by the date designated.
At the end of the first day of training , your instructor will distribute an Interim
Assessment, This form is designed purely for the use of the trainers to determine
the group' s reactions to the first part of the institute and expectations for the
second day.
A post-institute questionnaire will be distributed upon completion of the two day
institute. The items included in this 'form will assess various aspects of the
institute trainers, the quality of the institute content, the degree to which your
needs and expectations were met, and the degree to which the institute goals were
achieved.
Finally, a delayed post-
following your attendan.
ledge, behavior and ski.
own work settings. The.
you are utilizing infor.
enhance the delivery or
-institute questionnaire will be sent to you three months
7S at the institute . It is important to CEC that the know—
^
lls gained in the institute are transferred to participants'
cefore, this last form will determine the extent to w^ch
zation and materials from the institute in your own job to
services to exceptional children in your facility.
AS this evaluation system is in developmental stages, we
appreciate your comments
and reactions to each form. You are a part of this
developing process with CE .
Together our efforts should achieve our intentions of
better serving, educating,
and planning for exceptional children, both gifted
and handicapped. Thank you for
your cooperation and for your time.
Please share your reactions and comments regarding
this questionnaire ^d
j^/TetuTn lt along uinn your completed pre-institute yuestionnarre.
T^anJc you
again.
Letter 2
249
TO: Jerry Chaffin, CEC Institute Coordinator, Cl
FROii: Susan Solonwn, Program Associate, Conventions & Training
P£: CEC Institute Evaluation System
DATE: April 11, 1978
I Enclosed is the tabulated data of the Pre and Post-Institute Questionnaires
i of nersons who nreregistered for and attended your Institute on January 30-31
j
1970, in Albuquerque, New Mexico.
I The total number of respondents to each form is indicated at the top of each
I
form. The fioures on the form indicate total number of responses to each
1
item. In order to determine degree of knowledge and attitudinal change
I relevant to the specific topic of the institute, it is necessary to compare
' group responses to the content-specific items in Section III. For this
reason, the percentage of group response to each item in Section III on
' both the Pre and Post-Institute Questionnaire has been calculated. T!iis
data Is attached as well. Also enclosed are conies of respondents subjec-
tive responses to items in Section II of the Post-Institute Questionnaire.
I
I
A delayed Post-Institute Questionnaire is being developed and will be
mailed to your institute oarticipants on April 30 (three months follov/ing
their attendance at your institute). This form will be designed to assess
retention of knowledge and skills gained at the institute and extent of
annllcability of these skills in the participants o\m work setting. Should
you have anv suggestions regarding Items to be included on this form, format
etc., I would appreciate your input. Uith this mailing, I also intend to
send each participant a cony of the summarized data of the Pre and Post-
Institute Questionnaires. Please let me know If you have any concerns In
this regard.
Again, I thank you for all
of the evaluation system,
design of each Instrument.
your assistance vrith the original field testing
Your feedback will be incorporated into the final
t
Enclosures
Letter 3
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TO: Marge Blanchard, CEC Institute Coordinator, C16
FROM: Susan Solomon, Program Associate, Conventions S Training
RE: CEC Institute Evaluation System
DATE: Aoril 11, 1978
Enclosed is the tabulated data of the Pre and Post-Institute Questionnaires
of persons who p rejpcgi stored for and attended your institute on January 30-31,
1978, in Albuquergue, New Mexico.
The total number of respondents to each form is indicated at the top of each
form. The figures on the form indicate total number of responses to each
item. In order to detennine degree of knowledge and attitudinal change
relevant to the specific topic of the institute, it is necessary to compare
group responses to the content-specific items in Section III. For this
reason, the oercentane of groun response to each item in Section III on both
the Pre and Post-Institute Questionnaire has been calculated. This data is
attached as well. Also enclosed arc; copies of ixjsnondents subjective responses
to items in Section II of the Post-Institute Questionnaire.
A delayed Post-Institute Questionnaire is being developed and will be mailed
to your institute participants on April 30 (three months following their
attLdance at your institute). This form will be designed to assess
of knov/ledoe and skills gained at the institute and extent of
applicability of
these skills in the participants own work setting. Should you
have any sug-
Gostions regarding items to be included on this form, format, etc.,
I
Iprr^ciatryour input. With this mailing. I also intend to send each
parti ci-
^anr^wpy of the sunmarUed data of the Pre and Post-Institute
Questionnaires.
Please let me know if you have any concerns in this
regard.
Again, I thank you for all
of the evaluation system,
design of each instrument.
your assistance with the original field testing
Your feedback will be incorporated into the final
Enclosures
Letter 4
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MEMO TO:
FROM:
RE:
DATE:
CEC Institute Participants - C16
Susan R. Solomon, Program Associate, Conventions and Training
Delayed Post-Institute Questionnaire
April 30, 1978
Enclosed is a Delayed Post-Institute Questionnaire designed to assess
the effectiveness and applicability of new skills gained at the CEC
institute which you attended on January 30-31, 1978.
This is the last of the four forms of this evaluation system. We are
most grateful for your assistance in the pilot administration of this
institute evaluation system. Please feel free to offer any comments
or suggestions regarding this evaluation process. As it is in devel-
opmental stages, your input will be most valuable as we continue to
refine and modify the individual forms and the process.
Also enclosed is a summary report of data compiled from the Pre and
Post-Institute Questionnaires with data comparisons of Section III of
the Pre and Post-Institute Questionnaires. We appreciate your cooper-
ation in completing these forms and are pleased to share this data
summary with you.
Thank you again for your support of CEC activities and for your con-
tributions to our evolving training dimension.
Letter 5
February 15, 1978 252
MEMO
TO: CEC Institute Attendees of Institute Cl
,
January 30-31, 1978,
Albuquerque, New Mexico
FROM: Susan Solomon, Program Associate, Conventions and Training
RE: CEC Institute Evaluation System
If you had preregistered to attend this institute, you received a
pre-institute questionnaire prior to the institute held in Albuquerque on January
30-31, 1978. Information included with this questionnaire informed you that CEC
is in the process of developing an evaluation system for all CEC training institutes
to assess the content and delivery of training materials. This system is a four
pronged approach including the following forms:
1. Pre-Institute Questionnaire
2. Interim Assessment
3 . Post^Institute Questionnaire
4. Delayed Post-Institute Questionnaire
At this point, the first three forms of the system have been distributed.
We appreciate your cooperation, thus far, in completing these forms. As this
evaluation system is in developmental stages, we appreciate your comments and
reactions to each form. You are a crucial part of this developing process with
CEC. Your opinions, input and suggestions will be considered and incorporated
into future revisions of each form to assure their effectiveness in evaluating the
quality of CEC training institutes. Please share with us your reactions by completing
the enclosed Questionnaire Feedback Form and return it in the enclosed addressed
stamped envelope by the date designated.
On April 30, three months following your attendance at the institute,
we will send to you the Delayed Post-Institute Questionnaire. This form will help
us assess the degree to which the institute was effective in inparting to you
new
skills and information which you are now applying in your own setting.
Again, we appreciate your cooperation and assistance in helping us
to develop this evaluation system. In addition, we are grateful
for your support
and involvement in CEC training activities.
J^etter 7
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May 18, 1978
Memo To: CEC Institute Preregistrant
I
From: Susan R. Solomon, Program Associate, Conventions and Training
Re: Institute Evaluation Process
j
Completing an evaluation form is often a very dry and tedious activity which we
tend to put off until that inevitable "some time later". However, in an effort to
evaluate CEC's training institutes, a new dimension of CEC's services to the field
of special education, we are developing an evaluation system to assess both content
i and delivery of training materials. As you are a preregistrant to a CEC institute,
j
you are a crucial part in the development of this model. We ask your cooperation
1
in completing the several forms of this system and in sharing your opinions and
feedback of the process. The instruments themselves will take only a few moments
j
for you to complete, and the information will be most helpful to CEC staff and
! trainers in assessing the results of their efforts.
' Prior to the institute, you are asked to complete a pre-institute questionnaire.
;
This form is enclosed. Please respond to each item in the three sections and bring
I
the questionnaire with you to the institute.
At the end of the first day of training, your instructor will distribute an Interim
! Assessment. This form is designed purely for the use of the trainers to determine
I the group’s reactions to the first part of the institute and expectations for the
j
second day.
I
I
I
I
I
i
I
I
I
I
A post-institute questionnaire will be distributed upon completion of the two day
institute. The items included in this form will assess various aspects of the
institute trainers, the quality of the institute content, the degree to which your
needs and expectations were met, and the degree to which the institute goals were
achieved.
Finally, a delayed post-institute questionnaire will be sent to you three months
following your attendance at the institute. It is important to CEC that the know"^
ledge, behavior and skills gained in the institute are transferred to participants'
own work settings. Therefore, this last form will determine the extent to which
you are utilizing information and materials from the institute in your own job to
enhance the delivery of services to exceptional children in your facility.
As this evaluation system is in developmental stages, we appreicate your
comments
and reactions to each form. You are a part of this developing process
with CEC.
Together our efforts should achieve our intentions of better serving,
educating,
and planning for exceptional children, both gifted and handicapped.
Thank you for
your cooperation and for your time.
Please share your reactions and ooamients regarding this
questionnaire and fom
airreturrL along with your ooa,pleted pre-institute questionnaire. Thank
you agarn.
Letter 6
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MEMO
TO: Jerry Chaffin, CEC Institute Coordinator - Cl
Marge Blanchard, CEC Institute Coordinator - C16
FROM: 5?usan Solomon, Program Associate, Conventions and Training
RE: CEC Institute Evaluation System
I vould like to extend my appreciation for 5rour assistance In tlie
pilot administration of an evaluation system for CEC training Institutes. Presently,
I am V orklng v Ith our computer programmer at CEC to compile the results of the
post-questionnaire and Its comparison to pre-institute questionnaire data. Hopefully,
V ithln the next 10 days I should have those results to send to you. If you are holding
any pre-institute questionnaires please send them to me. Also, because this vas
a pilot, I vould appreciate 5rour sending to me the Interim Assessment forms as well.
As CEC Institute trainers, your Input and feedback regarding the
effectiveness and utility of these forms Is vital. I v ould appreciate your further
cooperntlon In completing the attached form for our use. Based on your opinions,
suggOvStlous, and recommendations the forms may be modified to Improve their
effectiveness for use In future Institutes,
Also enclosed, for your Information, Is a copy of the letter to be sent
to all attendees of your Institute, The relayed Post - Institute Questionnaire will
be sent April 30 to persons v ho attended your Institute, Data from this form v III
assess retention of knov ledge learned In the Institute as veil as extent of application
of skills gained at the Institute, As the design of this form further develops, I
shall be In contact v ith you for your Input.
Thank you again for your cooperation and assistance, and especially
for your support and Involvement In CEC training activities.
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DATE: January jl, 1978
TO: Jerry Cliaffin, CLC Institute Ccorclinator - C]
Susan Solonon, Ico^rant Associate, Conventions s Training
KL: Institute Evaluation Systerri
j-.s we discussed, an evaluation system is currently being developed
to comprehensively and effectively assess CEC training institutes.
The design involves the Qdrdnistration of four forms as follows:
1. Pre-Ijistitute Questionnaire
2. Interim Assessiuent
3. Post-Institute Questionnaire
4. Delayed Pcst-lr.stitute Questionnaire
Purposes and directions for the development of this system v;ill be
included in a document "Guidelines for the Evaluation of CEC '^raining
Institutes" which is currently being developed.
Each font', will include three sections:
Section I - will contain items relating to personal and
demographic information of the respondent.
This data w'ill help us determine individual
profiles and the rake-xip of the croup.
Section II - these items will assess general aspects comition
to all institutes.
Section III - iter's in this section will be content specific,
relating to the individual institute being
evaluated.
Trainers will be asked to provide these content
items consistent with format provided on the
questionnaire
.
Enclosed is a copy of the Pre-Questionnaire. Section III is
contained on pages 4 and 5. I would appreciate your cooperation
in coif.pleting items 1-3 on Section III.
We appreciate your support in cooperating v;ith us to field test
this evaluation system, \vith preregistrants of your institute.
Please feel free to offer any comments or suggestions you miay
have
.
Also enclosed is a copy of the cover message w'hiclr will be recorded
on a cassette tape and included in the rriailing with the Pre-
Questionnaire.
Jerry Chaffin
Page 2
January 11, 1970
Letter 8
256
7^130, per your request 2 an enrlocing a roster of those persona
whe have preregistered for your institute to date. As I mentioned,
you will Le receiving a final typed copy next week, however, due
to your iranediate needs I an rushing this copy to you now.
Thank you again, I look forv;ard to meeting you in Albuquerque,
Letter 9
May 17, 1978
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MEMO
TO: Ccnnlo Smiley, CEC Institute Trainer, B15
FROM: aiean Solomon, Program Associate, Ccnvontlons and Tralnlsg
RE: Evaluation of Institute presontatloa, Vancouver, B.C., May 29-30, 1978
We appreciate your cooperation In ae?.*eelng to utilize the CEC evaluation
Instruments on a pilot test basis for the Institute you will bo presoitlng In
Vancoiuvor on May 29-30, 1978,
Pursuant to our tfeleohcma conversation today, enclosed please find:
20 copies - Pre-Institute Questlonaalre
45 copies - Interim Assessment
45 copies - Po3t~In,sUtute Questlonaalre
As I mentioned, the evaluation system Includes four Instruments:
1. Pre-Institute Questionnaire
This Instrument has been mailed from CEC to all persons who prereglstorod
for your Institute. A copy, with the cover letter. Is enclosed.
Please remember to collect these questionnaires from your attendees at
the beginning of the Institute, Monday morning. For persons who registered
on-site and for others who neglected to bring this form with them, I have
enclosed 20 copies which you may dlstrllxita for their completion,
I would appreciate your ccDimncnts and feedback on the usefulnoss of this
data to yoji, as Umtitute trainers, in prosenting the institute,
2. Interim Assessmerit
Please distribute this one-page form at the completion of the first day and
collect It,
This assessment Is Intended to assist you, the trainer. In determining the
group's reactions to the Institute thusfar, and any modifications which you
might make for the second day's presentations,
3. Post-Institute Questionnaire
Please distribute this Instrument at the completion of the institute. Allow
approximately 15 minutes for completion and collect them from the attendees.
Please mall these forms, along wltfi the Interim Assessments and Pre—
Institit e Questloonaires to mo at CEC directly upon complotlon of the Institute.
Letter 9
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Smiley
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4, Delayed Post-Ins ‘Itute Questionnaire
This form nlU mailed from CEC (3 months foUon lng complettou of the
institute) to all persons v.ho attended your Institute,
Tho purpose of this form Is to assess the retention of knoxvledgo and
applicability of skills gained as a result of the Institute,
Again, Connie, we appreciate your cooperation and Join you In looking forward
to an enriching and stimulating training experlonce In Vancouver.
Enc,
Letter 10
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l^tay 17, 1978
MEATO
TO: Karea Davis, CEC laatltuta Tratnor, B18
FROM: Susan Solomon, Program Assoclato, Conventions and Training
RE: Evaluation of Instltuto Presentation, Vancouver, B.C., May 29-30, 1978
We appreciate the cooperation of Dr, Wood, yourself, and the CEC Institute
trainers of Institute B18 in agreeing to utilize the CEC evaluation Inatcumenta
on n pilot test basis fcr the InstlUte you will bo presenting In Vancouver on
May 29-30, 1978.
Pursuant to our telephone conversation today, enclosed please find:
20 copies - Pre-Institute Quostionnairo
65 copies - Interim Assessment
65 copies - Post-Institute Questionnaire
As I mentioned, the evaluation system includes four Ub trumente:
1, Pre-Institute Questionnaire
This instrument has been mailed from CEC to all persons who preregistered
for your Institute, A copy, with the cover letter, Is enclosed.
Plea?o remember to collect these questionnaires from your attendees at
the beginning of the Institute, Monday morning. For persons who registered
on-slte and for others who neglected to bring this form with them, I have
enclosed 20 copies which you may distribute for their completion,
I would appreciate your comments and feedback on the usefulness of tills
data to you, as Institute tealners, in presenting the institute.
2. Interim Assessment
Please distribute this one-page form at the completion of the first day and
collect It,
Ihls assessment Is Intended to assist you, the trainer, la determlaing the
group’s reactions to the Institute thus Ear, and any modifications which you
might make for the second day's presentations.
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3, Post-Institute Questlonnalro
Please distribute this instrument at the completion of tlie Institute. Allmv
approximately 15 minutes for completion and collect them from the attendees.
Please mall these forms, along with the Interim Assessments and Pre-
Institute (^estlonnalres tx> mo at CEC directly upon completion of the Institute.
4. Delayed Post-Institute Questionnaire
This form will be mailed from CEC (3 months following completion of tho
Institute) to ail persons who attended your Institute,
The purpose of this form Is to assess the retention of knowledge and
applicability of skills gained as a result of the Institute.
Again. Karen, wo appreciate your cooperation and join you In looking forward
to an enriching and stimulating training experience in Vancouver,
Enc,
Letter 11
Junt. 23, 1978
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MEMO
TO:
FROM;
RE;
CEC Institute Attendees of Institute B18, May 29-30, 1978
Susan Solomon, Program Associate, Conventions and Training
CEC Institute Evaluation System Feedback
If you had preregistered to attend this institute, you received a
pre-institute questionnaire prior to the institute held in Vancouver on
May 29-30, 1978. Information included with this questionnaire informed
you that CEC is in the process of developing an evaluation system for all
CEC training institutes to assess the content and delivery of training
materials. This system is a four pronged approach including the following
forms:
1. Pre-Institute Questionnaire
2. Interim Assessment
3. Post- Institute Questionnaire
4. Delayed Post-Institute Questionnaire
At this point, the first three forms of the system have been distributed.
We appreciate your cooperation, thus far, in completing these forms. As this
evaluation system is in developmental stages, v;e appreciate your comments and
reactions to each form. You are a crucial part of this developing process
with CEC. Your opinions, input and suggestions will be considered and
incorporated into future revisions of each form to assure their effectiveness
in evaluating the quality of CEC training institutes. Please share with us
your reactions by completing the enclosed Questionnaire Feedback Form and
return it in the enclosed addressed stamped envelope by the date designated.
Also enclosed is a summary report of data compiled from the Pre and Post-
Institute Questionnaires with data comparisons of Section III of both
instruments. We appreciate your cooperation in completing these forms and
are pleased to share this data summary with you.
On August 30, three months following your attendance at the institute, we
will send to you the Delayed Post-Institute Questionnaire. This form will
help us assess the degree to which the institute was effective in inparting
to you new skills and information which you are now applying in your own
setting.
Again, we appreciate your cooperation and assistance in helping us to
develop this evaluation system. In addition, we are grateful for yoiir
support and involvement in CEC training activities.
Letter 12
June 23, 1978
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MEMO
TO: Connie Smiley, CEC Institute Coordinator, E15
Mary Wood, CEC Institute Coordinator, B18
Karen Davis, CEC Institute Trainer-Bl8
FROM: Susan Solomon; Program Associate, Conventions and Training
RE: CEC Institute Evaluation System Feedback
I would like to extend my appreciation for your assistance in the pilot
administration of an evaluation system for CEC training institutes. As
CEC institute trainers, your input and feedback regarding the effectiveness
and utility of these forms is vital. I would appreciate your further
cooperation in completing the attached Questionnaire Feedback Form for
our use. Based on your opinions, suggestions, and recommendations the
forms may be modified to improve their effectiveness for use in future
institutes.
Also enclosed is the tabulated data of the Pre and Post-Institute
Questionnaires of persons who preregistered for and attended your
institute on May 29-30, 1978, in Vancouver, British Columbia.
The total number of respondents to each form is indicated at the top of
each form. The figures on the form indicate total number of responses to
each item. In order to determine degree of knowledge and attitudinal
change relevant to the specific topic of the institute, it is necessary
to compare group responses to the content-specific items in Section III.
For this reason, the percentage of group response to each item in Section III
on both the Pre and Post-Institute Questionnaire has been calculated. This
data is attached as well. Also enclosed are copies of respondents subjective
responses to items in Section II of the Post-Institute Questionnaire.
Also enclosed, for your information, is a copy of the letter to be sent
to all attendees of your institute. The Delayed Post- Institute
Questionnaire
will be sent August 30 to persons who attended your institute.
Data from this
form will assess retention of knowledge learned in the institute as
well as
extent of application of skills gained at the institute. As the
design of
this form further develops, I shall be in contact with you
for your input.
Thank you again for your cooperation and assistance, and
especially for
your support and involvement in CEC training activities.


